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ABSTRACT 

Data are presented on the employment inequalities 
among color-ethnic minorities in major regions and metropolitan areas 
in the U.S. Achievements of minorities are summarized in brief 
profiles of each of eight ethnic minorities." Emphasis is placed on 
their labor force participation, employment, occupational 
achievement, mobility, weeks worked, and earnings. The summary 
profiles are designed to facilitate a grasp of essential patterns of 
similarities and differences within a minority among regions and 
metropolitan areas. Brief summary tables concentrate on those regions 
and metropolitan areas in which relatively large numbers of each 
minority are concentrated. Much greater detail is combine! in the 
tables which follow. Comparisons of ethnic minorities indicate that 
(1) levels of employment, occupational achievement, and earnings 
differ by location, but that the overall rankings of minorities are 
not modified within areas, (2) levels of participation and 
achievement tend to be highest in areas where a minority is most 
numerous, and (3) achievements of minorities in the labor market are 
more dependent on their minority characteristics and educational 
attainment than on location. A ppendix A presents statistical 
descriptions of the sample populations, identifies the regions and 
metropolitan areas, and defines the ma jor variables and measures in 
the report. (Author/NJ) 
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PREFACE 



Intergroup inequalities and discrimination were examined at the 
national level in Minorities in the Labor Market, Volume I, Spanish 
Americans and Indians in the Labor Market , and Volume II, Orientals 
in the Labor Market , This volume presents similar data for regions 
and metropolitan areas, and is intended to serve as a convenient and 
valuable reference since detailed information of this kind has not been 
available before. 

The scope and organization of materials in this report differ from 
the previous reports. While attention continues to be concentrated 
on labor force participation, employment, occupational achievement, 
mobility and earnings of minor ities , detailed information is provided 
via the tabulations for regions and metropolitan areas. Too few Koreans 
were in the sample files for these purposes and they have not been included. 
Information on American Indians is confined to the major regions since 
relatively few Indians were resident in metropolitan areas in 1970. 
Comparable information for whites is not included, partly for practical 
reasons of costs and partly on the grounds that much of this kind of infor- 
mation for whites can be gleaned from census and other sources. 

Although this volume was intended originally as a "data book, 11 achieve- 
ments of minorities are summarized in brief profiles of each of eight 
color-etlinic minorities. Readers, however, may wish to compare different 
minorities within a region or metropolitan area, and this can be done 
without undue effort. Emphasip is placed on their labor force participation, 
employment, occupational achievement, mobility, weeks worked and earnings. 
Much greater detail is contained in the tables which follow (Tables 1-12), 
but this summary, accompanied by relatively brief tables, should facilitate 
a grasp of essential patterns of similaritr.es and differences within a 
minority among regions and metropolitan area3. 

In an attempt to distill some of the; more important information from 
Tables 1-12, the summary tables (Tables A-H) concentrate on those 
regions and metropolitan areas in which relatively large numbers of 
each minority are concentrated. Because minority populations themselves 
are not uniformly distributed across the country, this means that the 
summary tables do not cover identical regions and metropolitan areas 
(SMSA's) for each minority. Those interested in a particular region or 
metropolitan area therefore may need to rely on the detailed tables. 

Alternative ways of summarizing and synthesizing this rather massive 
data were considered. Information might have been presented separately 
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for each region and metropolitan area, but not all populations are 
adequately represented in each area. Alternatively, information 
might have been organized consistent with the topical areas--labor 
force participation, employment, etc. The decision to organize 
the statistical information separately for each minority groups was 
based on the expectation that interest would be strongest concerning a 
particular minority. 

Appendix A presents technical descriptions of the sample populations, 
identifies the regions and metropolitan areas and defines the major variable! 
and measures employed in this report. Readers may find it worthwhile 
to consult this appendix at the outset. 

Appendix B adds information gained from published census reports, - 
which serves to supplement the data obtained from the Public Use Samples. 
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NOTATIONS 



PUS Public Use Sample 

LFP Labor force participation 

L.FPR Labor force participation rate 

NILF Not in labor force 

ER Employment rate 

OCC70 Occupation score, 1970 

OCC65 Occupation score, 1965 

SMSA Standard metropolitan statistical area 



M 
F 



Asterisk identifies values in tables where base 

sample frequencies are low, as described in Appendix A 

Estimated values not shown because of small frequencies 

in PUS samples 

Male 

Female 



See Appendix A for dr scj i.vtrons 



POPULATIONS IN THIS REPORT 



Spanish descent: 
Mexican 
Puerto Rican 
Cuban 



Race or color: 
V r hite 
Black 
Indian 



Japanese 

Chinese 

Filipino 



Samples include all persons 20-64 /ears of age, not enrolled 
in school and not living in group quarters, wh o were resident 
in the United States in 1970. Persons of Spanish descent are 
not included in the race or color categories to avoid double 
counts. 



TABLES* 



1. LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATES, BY REGION, SMSA, 

SEX AND AGE, 1970 

2. LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATES, BY REGION, SMSA, 

EDUCATION AND SEX, 1970 

3. EMPLOYMENT RATES, BY REGION, SMSA, AGE 

AND SEX, 1970 

4. EMPLOYMENT RATES, BY REGION, SMSA. 

EDUCATION AND SEX, 1970 

5. OCCUPATION, BY REGION, SMSA AND SEX, 1970 

6. MEAN OCCUPATION SCORES, BY REGION, SMSA, SEX 

AND AGE, 1970 

7. MEAN OCCUPATION SCORES, BY REGION, SMSA, SEX 

AND EDUCATION, 1970 

8. OCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY, BY REGION, SMSA AND 

SEX, 1965-70 

9. EARNINGS IN 1969, BY REGION, SMSA, AGE AND SEX 

10. EARNINGS IN -1969, BY REGION, SMSA, EDUCATION 

AND SEX 

11. WEEKS WORKED AND EARNINGS IN 1969, BY REGION, 

SMSA AND SEX 

12. EMPLOYMENT IN SELECTED INDUSTRIES, REGIONS, 

AND SMSA, BY SEX, 1970 



* 

Each table is divided into eight parts, one for each minority 



population. 
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PROFILES OF PARTICIPATION AND ACHIEVEMENT 



MEXICANS 



Largest of the three Spanish origin populations, Mexicans have 
settled primarily in the Southwest and along the West coast. There 
are sizeable numbers of Mexicans in six of the DOL regions, and 
aliio in eighteen SMSA's. Eight of these SMSA's are in California, seven 
in Texas and "two in Arizona. Chicago is the easternmost SMSA with a 
sizeable Mexican population. This pattern provides a clear indication 
that Mexicans are urban dwellers, despite their relatively heavy 
employment in agricultural occupations. 

The labor force participation of Mexican men ib comparatively high 
whereas Mexican women are well below other women in this respect. 
In 1970, 87% of all Mexican men in the study population were in the 
labor force, and their LFPR's in Regions 5-10 exceeded this level, as 
shown in Table A. Among the major SMSA's, their LFPR's fell balow 
this level only in Brownsville, Laredo and Fresno. Their highest participate 
rates occur in Houston, Anaheim, Oxnard, and San Bernardino. Only 39% 
of all Mexican women were in the labor force in 1970, and those in Regions 
6, 8 and 1C were below this level. In Tucson only 29% of the Mexican 
women were active in the labor force in contrast with a LFPR of 50% in 
San Francisco. Mexican women were also relatively^inactive in Corpus 
Christi, Laredo and Fresno. 

Employment rates far Mexicans are generally low, at about the same 
levels as Puerto Ricans and blacks, but higher than for American Indians. 
ER ! s for Mexican menaiid women were comparatively low in Regions 8 and 
10 and high in Regions 5 and 6. With the exceptions of Fresno, San Francisco 
and Oxnard, employment rates for Mexican men were at or above their 
own national average in the SMSA's. ER's for women fed below their 
national average in San Diego, Anaheim, Fresno, San Francisco and San 
Jose. 

Average levels of occupational achievement for Mexicans were among 
the lowest. In Region 10 Mexican men's achievement averaged only 24, 
barely higher than the national average of 21 for Mexican women. Mexican 
men in Fresno, however, averaged even lower with an average occupation 
score of 23. The highest levels of occupational achievement for Mexican 
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men are found in Region 7 and in San Antonio, El Paso, and San Jose, but 
in none of these places did their achievements reach the national averages 
of white, Oriental or Cuban men. Mexican women's average occupation 
scores of 21 were the lowest among eight color-ethnic groups in this report, 
and among the six regions they bettered their own national average only 
in Region 5. Their average scores were below 20 in six of the SMSA's, 
and their highest average achievements were only 24 (in Chicago and San 
Francisco). 

Occupational mobility of Mexican workers between 1965 and 1970 does 
not contribute greatly toward improved occupational status. About 38-39% of 
Mexican workers changed jobs during this period, roughly at about the 
same rates as white workers, and slightly more than half of this mobility 
was upward for Mexican men, while only half of the mobility of Mexican 
women was upward in the occupational structure. Mexican men were most job 
mobile in Region 8 and least mobile in Regions 6 and 9- Mexican men in 
Oxnard were not only relatively nonmobile, but also were among the lowest 
on the occupational achievement scale. Mexican women were most mobile 
in Region 5 and in Dallas, Phoenix, Tucson, Anaheim, Fresno and San Jose. 
However, in only three locations were as many as half of the Mexican women 
upwardly mobile (in San Antonio, Brownsville and Corpus Christi). This 
means, of course that occupational mobility is mostly downward for Mexican 
women, and downward from already low occupational levels. 

About three-fourths of Mexican men but fewer than half of Mexican 
women worked a full 48-52 week year in 1969. Rates of full- year employment 
were higher in Regions 5-7 than in Regions 8-9. Mexican men were least 
likely to be employed on a full- year basis in Brownsville, Laredo, and Fresno 
whereas their chances were far greater in Houston, San Antonio, Corpus 
Christi, El Paso and Tucson. Fewer than half of employed Mexican women 
worked a full year in four of the six regions and in 12 of the eighteen SMSA's. 

The median earnings of $5, 757 in 1969 for Mexican men ranks them below 
white and Cuban men, and at about the same level as Puerto Ricans, but 
higher than black and Indian men. On the other hand, Mexican women 
averaged only $2, 747, the lowest average earnings of all groups. Earnings 
were highest in Regions 5, 7 and 9 for Mexican men, where at least 80% 
earned $3, 500 or more in 1969. In only seven of the SMSA's did Mexican 
men show as many as 80% with earnings of $3, 500 or more. Mexican 
women fared much worse. Only in Region 5 did as many as half earn $3, 500 
or more, and there were only three SMSA*s in which half earned this much 
(in Chicago, San Francisco and San Jose). Earnings were appreciably 
higher for Mexican men who worked a full 48-52 week year. Still, fewer 
than 80% had earnings of $3, 500 or more in two regions and in five SMSA's. 
In Laredo only 49% and in Brownsville only 56% of the Mexican men had 
earnings this high even though they worked a full year. 
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Table A. Achievements of Mexicans in Major Regions and SMSA's, by Sex, 
1970 



Characteristic 






Region 










SMSA 




and sex a 
















Los 






5 


6 


7 


8 ... 


9 


10 


Chicago Angeles 


Da 


LFPR: M 


95' 




90 


90 


88 


91 


90 


93 


92 


91 


F 


44 


37 


44 


35 


41 


37 


45 


44 


43 


ER: M 


96 


96 


94 


94 


93 


88 


97 


94 


98 


F 


97 


94 


90 


91 


90 


90 


95 


93 


91 


Pet. worked 48- 




















52 weeks: M 


78 


79 


82 


77 


73 


63 


78 


75 


79 


F 


49 


51 


55 


42 


43 


28 


54 


51 


44 


Occupation M 


33 


33 


36 


32 


32 


24 


35 


34 


32 


score: F 


24 


19 


20 


20 


20 


16 


24 


22 


20 


Pet. mobile: M 


42 


38 


34 


53 


38 


43 


43 


38 


44 


F 


44 


38 


38 


42 


37 


28* 


38 


35 


46 


Pet. upward: M 


60 


59 


61 


54 

36* 


60 


58 


61 


56 


57 


F 


66 


47 


50* 


52 





48 


S7 


38 : 


Pet. w/earnings 




















of $3500 or more: 


















M 


82 


63 


84 


73 


80 


64 


86 


81 


75 


F 


55 


28 


34 


' 37 


43 


15 


59 


49 


42 


Worked 48-52 




















weeks: M 


90 


70 


88 


85- 


88 


79 


94 


90 


86 


F 


76 


41 


51 


67 


66 




79 


68 


75' 



See page v for notations. 
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Table A, (Continued) 



Characteristic 



and sex a 




San 


Browns- 


Corpus 




El 






Houston 


Antonio 


ville 


Christi 


Laredo 


Paso 


Phoeni 


LFPR: M 


95 


91 


84 


90 


83 


90 


90 


F 


39 


41 


38 


33 


31 


41 


38 


ER M 


98 


96 


94 


97 


94 


97 


97 


F 


97 


91 


93 


93 


93 


96 


94 


Pet. worked 48- 
















52 weeks: M 


83 


82 


70 


82 


64 


85 


79 


F. 


48 


52 


43 


53 


52 


58 


36 


Occupation M 


34 


37 


30 


34 


30 


37 


31 


score: F 


22 


22 


19 


18 


22 


18 


18 


Pet. mobile: M 


44 


38 


40 


39 


37 


35 


42 


F 


41 


34 


32 


31 


36 


23 


53 


Pet. Upward M 


64 


56 


55 


50 


57 
43* 


55 


73 


F 


39 


51 


51 


54 


32 


— 


Pet. w/ earnings 
















of $3, 500 or more 
















M 


78 


76 


47 


64 


41 


77 


72 


F 


37 


40 


15 


20 


30 


32 


32 


Worked 48-52 
















weeks: M 


88 


.82 


56 


74 


49 


82 


79 


F 


59 


54 


23 


35 


■ 43 - 


40 


55 
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Table A. (Continued) 



Characteristic 
and sex a 


Tucson 


San 

Diego Anaheim Frepno Oxnard 


San 
Bernan- 
dino 


San 
Fran- 


San 

JUbC 


LFPR: M 


92 


92 


94 

7~ 


83 


OA 

7 U 


97 


92 


91 

7 J- 


F 


29 


41 


40 




37 


38 


50 


38 


ER: M 


96 


Q4 


97 




Q 3 

7 J 


96 


92 


94 

7*x 


F 


92 


90 


89 


74 


91 

7 J- 


91 


90 

7 w 


85 

^-7 


Pet. worked 48- 


















52 weeks: M 


82 


76 


78 


U 1 


7 ^ 


76 


71 


75 


F 


41 


" 48 


38 


«> 




41 


49 


35 


Occupation M 


34 




35 






31 


33 


36 


score: F 


29 


29 

7 


72 


1 4 
j. *± 


1 7 


20 


24 


7 1 


Pet. mobile: M 


38 


40 


38 


33 


3? 


39 

~ J 7 


42 


44 


F 


44 


28 


45 


44 


32 


30 


38 


45 


Pet. upward: M 


67* 


65 


68 


64 


* 

58 


57 


59 

-7 7 


6q 


F 






* 

48 


38* 




48* 


40 


38* 


Pet. w/earnings 


















of $3500 or more 
















M 


82 


74 


85 


58 


74 


80 


83 


84 


F 


36 


39 


33 


31 


38 


40 


60 


50 


Worked 48-52 


















weeks: M 


89 


81 


92 


66 


83 


87 


89 


91 


F 


67 


64 


56 






58 


83 


71 
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Three-fourths of the Mexican women reached the $3, 500 level in Region 
5, but only 41% in Region 6 among the full-year workers. Earnings of 
fully- employed Mexican women were highest in San Francisco and Chicago. 
In sharp contrast, only about a fourth the fully- employed Mexican women 
in Brownsville earned this much. Hence, a substantial number of Mexican 
women who worked a full year received extremely low monetary rewards. 



PUERTO RICANS 



Puerto Ricans have settled in the eastern half of the nation, primarily along 
the east coast. In addition to the six regions in which they are most heavily 
concentrated, there are six SMSA's serving as major habitats for Puerto 
Ricans in the United States. As citizens of the U.S. , Puerto Ricans can 
move with relative freedom between Puerto Rico and the mainland. A 
large proportion of Puerto Ricans live in the New York-Newark- Jersey 
City metropolitan areas and are employed mostly in blue-collar and service 
occupations. 

Labor force participation appears to be low in areas of heaviest con- 
centration of Puerto Ricans. As shown in Table B, only 86% of Puerto Rican 
men und 32% of Puerto Rican women in Region 2 were in the labor force 
in 1970, and in the New York SMSA comparable figures were 83% and 30%. 
Variations occur however, as in Newark where 94% of Puerto Rican men 
were in the labor force and only 30% of Puerto Rican women. 

Employment rates in 1970 were generally at about the same levels as 
for other Spanish origin and black workers, i,e., lower than white employment 
rates. In Region 5 and in Jersey City, Newark, Philadelphia and Los 
Angeles employment rates for women were under 90%. 

The average level of occupational achievement for Puerto Rican men was 
one of the lowest (about equal to the levels of Mexicans and blacks), and 
Puerto Rican women shared with other Spanish, and black women an occupa- 
tional status well below the level of white women. In Region 9 and in Los 
Angeles, Puerto Ricans averaged slightly higher achievement levels, whereas 
in New York they were below the Puerto Rican national averages. 

Neither the incidence nor the direction of occupational mobility promises 
much improvement in the occupational standing of Puerto Ricans. Men were 
more mobile than vomen and there are indications of success in the upward 
mobility of Puerto Rican men, since more than half of the mobile men moved 
upward. In none of the regions or SMSA's did as many as half of the Puerto 
Rican women move upward. 

6 
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Table B. Achievements of Puerto Ricans in Major Regions and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970 



Characteristic 
and sex 



1 



Region 

3 



LFPR: M 
F 



91 

37 



86 
32 



91 
46 



90 
48 



91 
41 



87 
48 



ER: M 
F 



93 
96 



95 
91 



95 
100 



97 
94 



95 
89 



92 
96 



Percent v/orked 
48- 52 weeks: 
M 
F 



76 
43 



78 
48 



81 

63 



75 
48 



79 
50 



79 
49 



Occupation score: 
M 
F 



32 
23 



31 
22 



29 
22 



33 
24 



30 
27 



36 
24 



Percent mobile: 
M 
F 



63 

48 >: 



39 
32 



37 
40 



39 
43* 



42 
44 



44 
35 



Percent upward 
mobility: 
M 
F 



63 



54 
48 



64" 
39* 



91 



60 
46 



60 



Percent with 
earnings of 
more than $3, 500: 
M 
F 



72 
34 



79 
60 



73 
56 



66 
35 



84 
48 



81 
52 



Worked 48-52 
weeks: M 
F 



78 



88 
77 



80 
76 



80 



90 
71 



85 
81 
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Table B. (Continued) 



Characteristic SMSA 

and" sex New Jersey Phil- Los 
York City Newark adelphia Chicago Angeles 



LFPR: M 
F 


83 
30 


91 

35 


94 
30 


86 
29 


96 
43 


81 
44 


ER: M 
F 


96 
94 


96 
88 


98 
86 


92 
88 


94 
92 


94 
87 


Percent worked 
48-52 weeks: 
M 
F 


78 
58 


68 
30 


76 


47 


83 
57 


71 

44* 


Occupation score: 
M 
F 


31 
21 


27 
19 


34 
20 


32 
21 


30 
23 


35 
27 


Percent mobile: 
M 
F 


38 
30 


32 


32 


47 
31* 


51 
40 


38 
19* 


Percent upward 
mobility: M 
F 


54 
46 








67* 


52 
24* 





Percent with 
earnings oi 
more than $3, 500: 
M 
F 


81 

56 


75, 

* 

50 


84 

* 

50 


69 


82 
51 


94 


Worked 48-52 
weeks: IA 
F 


87 
74 


83 


89 


82 


86 
62 


93 



See page v for notations. 
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About the same proportion of Puerto Rican as Mexican men were employed 
for 48-52 weeks in 1969, but Puerto Rican women were more likely than 
Mexicans to be employed a full year. Puerto Rican men and women in 
Regions 1 and 4 were slightly less likely to have a full year of work and 
they also fell below average in Jersey City. 

The average earnings of Puerto Rican women in 1969 ($3, 720) were 
remarkably high in view of their occupational status and lack of full- year 
employment. While Puerto Rican women's earnings were nearly as high 
as white women's, Puerto Rican men averaged about $1, 600 less than 
white men. In Regions 1 and 4 barely a third of Puerto Rican women 
earned $3, 500 or more in 1969. In Region 2 and in New York more than half 
had earnings this high. Puerto Rican men in Los Angeles averaged the 
highest earnings, with 94% earning $3, 500 or more. Only 66% of the men 
in Pegion 4 and 69% in Philadelphia received this much. Among those 
employed for the full year in 1969, the earnings of men in Philadelphia 
and Jersey City were still comparatively low. 



CUBANS 



The majority of Cubans in the United States came as refugees from the 
Castro regime. They have benefited from special provisions of the refugee 
program, such as relocation allowances and training program for Cuban 
refugees. Despite what must have been a traumatic experience for many, 
Cuban refugees have adapted well in many ways, as indicated by their 
relative absence from public assistance and their records of employment 
and earnings. Miami continues to be a primary settlement location, although 
the New York-New Jersey area is heavily populated by Cubans. The resettle- 
ment program has helped in the growth of Cubans populations in Chicago 
and Los Angeles. 

Cuban men and women record some of the highest LFPR's in the 
nation, and their employment rates too are exceptionally high, as shown 
in Table C. Interestingly, Cuban LFPR's are higher in Chicago than in 
Miami, although Cuban women are least active in the labor force in New 
York. The highest unemployment rates for Cuban women in 1970 were in 
Jersey City, and for men in Los Angeles. 

The national average level of occupational achievement for Cuban men 
was higher than for Mexican, Puerto Rican, Indian and black workers, but 
Cuban women ranked at about the same level as women in these minorities. 
Cubans had greater success in Region 5 and in Chicago than in the New York- 
Jersey City- Newark areas. Cuban women in Miami and Los Angeles averaged 
the lowest degrees of occupational achievement. 
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Table C. Achievements of 
1970 



Cubans in Major Regions and SMSA's, by Sex, 



Characteristic 
and sex a 


2 


jion 
4 


5 


9 


New 
York 


SMSA 

Jersey Los 
City Newark Miami Chicago Angeles 


LFPR: M 
F 


95 
57 


94 
59 


100 
74 


94 
51 


93 
55 


95 
66 


88 
68 


94 
61 


100 
71 


97 
64 


ER: M 
F 


98 
90 


96 
93 


90 
89 


93 
89 


99 

93 


94 
83 


100 
97 


97 
93 


100 

Ci 1 
7 J 


89 
an 


Percent worked 
48-52 weeks: 
M 
F 


78 
55 


77 
53 


75 

53 


78 
58 


81 

59 


81 

53 


76 
53 


( D 

54 


56 


71 
42 


Occupation score: 
M 
F 


JJ 

23 


J o 

, 20 


42 
27 


35 
25 


35 
24 


32 
23 


34 
22 


38 
20 


40 
24 


37 
18 


Percent mobile: 
M 
F 


47 

Q Q 
JO 


54 

J ( 


66 

ft o 


60 
40 


44 

35 


56 
47 


33 


50 
35 


63 
47* 


59 
51 


Percent upward 
mobility: 
M 
F 


48 
54 


56 
41 


43 
57 


49 
67 


52 
43 


52 





56 
59 


46* 


_* 
45 


Percent with 
earnings of 
more than $3, 500: 

M 

F 


80 
59 


74 
42 


84 
70 


82 
61 


82 
64 


88 
48 


84 
55 


68 
38 


74 
67 


78 
41 


Worked 48-52 
weeks: M 
F 


88 
81 


83 
62 


90 
83 


92 
76 


89 
82 


96 
70 


9 3 * 
79 


80 
53 


88 
77 


88 
61 



l Sco page v for notations, 
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Cubans are among the most occ upationally mobile workers in the nation. 
Between 1965 and 1970 more than half of Cuban men and 40% of Cuban 
women changed occupations. This comparatively high incidence of job 
mobility may be due in part to their recency of immigration and resettlement 
in this country. This interpretation is consistent with the higher rates of 
occupational mobility in Regions 5 and 9, and in Chicago and Los Angeles, 
than in Regions 2 and 4, since the upper midwest and the west coast were not 
primary areas of initial settlement. About half of the occupational movement 
of Cubans was upward mobility, and the chances for occupational advancement 
were greater in Miami than in other SMSA's. As a whole, however, Cuban 
women in Region 4 were much less upwardly mobile than in other regions. 

Cubans were employed for a full 48-52 week year in 1969 at about the 
same rates as others. Cuban men and women in Los Angeles were below 
average on full- year employment, and in New York and Jersey City were 
much more likely to have a full year of work. 

Of all those who worked in 1969, about three-fourths of the men and 
half of the women earned $3, 500 or more. Miami, however, with a large 
concentration of Cubans, shows below average earnings. In Jersey City 
88% of Cuban men earned above this level, as compared with only 68% in 
Miami. In Chicago 67% of Cuban women were above this earnings level, 
as compared with only 38% in Miami. Even when only those employed 
for a full year are considered, Cubans in Miami earned less than in other 
SMSA's. 



INDIANS 



American Indians are more widely dispersed across the country and 
less frequently inhabit urban areas than other minorities. There were too 
few Indians in metropolitan areas to permit tabulations comparable to those 
for other minorities. With the exceptions of Regions 1 and 3, Indians were 
present in sufficient numbers in each of the major regions. 

The generally low position of Indians in the labor market is reflected 
in their labor force participation and employment. Three-fourths of Indian 
men and two-fifths of Indian women in the study population were in the labor 
force in 1970, as shown in Table D. T,heir lowest levels of participation occur 
in Regions 6, 8, 9, and 10 for men and in the first three of these for women. 
The highest LFPR's for Indian men (83% in Region 4) are about equivalent 
to the national averages for black and Puerto Rican men. LFPR's for Indian 
women in Regions 2 and 4 are nearly as high as white women's national 
average LFPR, but fall well below this level in Regions 6, 8 and 9. With 
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the lowest employment rates of all minorities in 1970 (89%), unemployment 
was most severe in Region 10, where as many as 20% of all Indian men were 
unemployed. 

Indians fare s omewhat better in their occupational achievement than 
might be expected from their comparatively low LFPR's and ER's. Indian 
men with an average occupation score of 36, ranked higher than Mexicans, 
Puerto Ricans and blacks. Among the regions the range of occupation scores 
for Indian men was only four points, a high of 37 in Region 2 and a low of 
33 in Regions 4 and 10. The level of occupational achievement for Indian women 
also compares favorably with some other women. Their overall occupational 
level of 24 was as high as the averages for Spanish origin and black women, 
but perceptibly lower than for white and Oriental women. Their average 
achievements were highest on Region 2 and lowest in Regions 7 and 9, but 
even in Region 2 their achievements failed to match the levels reached by 
Japanese and Filipino women. 



Occupational mobility is often more frequent for the more disadvantaged 
minorities, and this is the case with American Indians. Almost half of 
the Indians employed in 1965 and 1970 changed jobs by 1970--46% of Indian 
men and 44% of Indian women. In Regions 7 and 10 more than half of all 
Indians employed in both years had changed jobs. In Regions 2 and 4 
however, only about a fourth were occupationally mobile. The mobility 
pattern differs for Indian women with their highest incidence ol occupational 
mobility in Region 4 and the lowest in Region 2 and 10. Of those who v /e re 
occupationally mobile between 1965 and 1970, a majority of Indian men and 
half cf Indian women moved upward in the occupational structure. As many a 
68% of the mobile Indian men (in Region 8) were upwardly mobile while only 
half moved upward in Region 9. Indian women were most successful in 
their upward mobility in Region 6, whereas 61% moved downward in the 
occupational structure in Region 9. 

Indian workers were less likely than any of the other minorities to work 
a full year in 1969. Less than half of the Indian women and about 60% of 
the Indian men worked 48-52 weeks. In Regions 8, 9 and 10 Indian men 
were the least likely to work a full year, and for Indian women Regions 7, 8 
and 10 afforded the least opportunities for full year employment. 

The low earnings of American Indians are partly a function of their 
underemployrr snt and the nature of their employment. In Region 2 two- 
thirds of the Indian men worked a full year, but only half had earnings 
of $3, 500 or more in 1969. Moreover, only 61% who worked a full year had 
earnings of $3, 500 or more, the lowest level among al? the regions. Indian 
women in Region 2 also experience great difficulties with full- year employ- 
ment and earnir^ s. Only a fourth of the Indian women in Region 2 received 
earnings of $3, 500 or more, and among those who worked a full year only a 
third had earnings as high as this. Regions 2 and 5 are more industrialized 
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Table D. Achievements of Indians in Major Regions, by Sex, 1970 



ERIC 



Characteristic 
and sex a 

LFPR: M 
F 



81 
45 



83 
44 



82 
41 



Region 
6 7 



8 



72 
38 



78 
40 



71 

39 



71 

37 



10 



73 
42 



ER: M 90 98 92 92 94 80 

F 93 92 89 92 89 87 

Percent worked 
48-52 weeks: 

M 66 67 72 64 68 54 

F 50 44 45 49 32 41 



89 
89 



61 
46 



80 
84 



51 

32 



Occupation score: 

M 37 33 35 35 35 34 34 

F 28 22 24 22 21 24 21 



33 
22 



Percent mobile: 
M 
F 

Percent upward 
mobility: 
M 
F 



25 

35< 



28 
51 



42 



44 
47 



61 

58* 



47 
45 



65 
60 



59 



49 
49 



68 

58 >; 



46 
43 



50 
39 



54 

39 



58 



Percent with 

earnings of 

more than $3, 500: 
M 72 
F 53 



49 
24 



74 
44 



61 

36 



66 
32 



56 
35 



69 
43 



71 
42 



Worked 48-52 

weeks: M 82 61 82 75 74 71 79 80 
F 74 33 64 52 59 61 62 74 



See page v for notations. 
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and urbanized and Indians do somewhat better in these regions, as the 
appreciably higher levels of earnings, especially among the full-year workers, 
demonstrates. 



JAPANESE 



Labor force participation rates (LFPR) for Japanese men and women 
are comparatively high at the national level. In Regions 3 and 8, however, 
only 80% of Japanese men are in the labor force, and in Regions 2, 3, and 5 
fewer than half of Japanese women are in the labor force. At least 90% 
of Japanese men in four SMSA's--Chicago, Los Angeles, San Francisco 
and Honolulu- -are in the labor force. San Francisco shows the lowest LFPR 
for Japanese women. , 

Employment rates (ER) for Japanese men and women are also high in 
comparison with other populations. Almost all Japanese in the labor 
force in 1970 were employed. Japanese men in Region 8 and women in 
Regions 3 and 10 showed the lowest employment rates, although with the 
exception of Japanese women in Los Angeles, employment rates were 
at or above the 98% level in all four metropolitan areas in 1970. 

With overall levels of occupational achievement comparable to those 
for white men and women, the occupational achievements of Japanese men 
were above their own national average in Regions 2, 3 and 5, and the same 
is true for Japanese women in Regions 2 and 5. Japanese women in Chicago 
averaged well above the national average for Japanese women and appreciably 
higher than in Los Angeles, San Francisco and Honolulu. The consistency 
of Japanese levels of occupational achievement is indicated by their averages 
in each of the major regions and in 3 of the 4 SMSA's. 

Japanese workers, especially men, are not highly mobile between 
occupations, which may be attributed in part to their relatively high 
occupational achievements. At the national level, no more than a third 
of Japanese men and women were occupationally mobile between 1965 and 
1970. Japanese men in Region 2 and in Chicago were somewhat more mobile 
than in other locations. Japanese women in Regions 2, 8 and 9 and in 
Chicago and Honolulu tended to be more occupationally mobile than those 
living elsewhere. In Region 9 and in Honolulu occupationally mobile Japanese 
workers show better than average success in their upward mobility. 

With the exception of Regions 8 and 10, at least 80% of Japanese men 
employed in 1969 worked 48-52 weeks, and as many as 88% worked a 
"full year" in Region 3 and in Honolulu. Nationally about 63% of employed 
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Table E. Achievements of Japanese in Major Regions and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970 



Characteristic 
and sex a 



Region 



8 



SMS A San 

Los Fran- Hono 
10 Chicago Angeles cisco lulu 



LFPR: M 
F 



92 
45 



80 
36 



93 
41 



80 
58 



92 
62 



90 
56 



90 
61 



90 
60 



91 
54 



92 
67 



ER: M 
F 



97 
96 



100 

95 



99 
97 



94 
98 



99 
98 



98 99 
95 100 



98 
96 



98 
98 



99 
98 



Percent worked 
48-52 weeks: 
M 
F 



83 
62 



88 
47 



80 
58 



72 
59 



85 
66 



78 
54 



80 
59 



84 
62 



81 

63 



88 
72 



Occupation score: 

M 56 63 55 41 45 47 45 48 48 45 

F 33 29 32 28 30 28 40 30 30 29 



Percent mobile: 

M 42 
F 39 



29 
20 



35 

39< 



29 
32 



31 
43 



35 

33* 



32 
28 



29 
30 



25 
37 



Percent upward 
mobility: 
M 
F 



55 
46 



43 
40 



62 
49 



Percent with 
earnings of 
more than $3, 500: 

M 

F 



86 
58 



92 
54 



82 
63 



67 
44 



77 
60 



64 
54 



69 
72 



70 

65 



76 
58 



86 
63 



Worked 48-52 
weeks: M 92 
F 79 



89 
81 



77 
53 



81 

72 



67 
68 



78 
81 



74 
79 



80 
70 



90 
74 



l See page v for notations. 
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Japanese women worked a full year in 1969 and this level was exceeded 
only in Region 9 and in Honolulu. 

The proportions of Japanese with earnings from employment of at 
least $3, 500 in 1969 are higher than for most minorities, although in 
Regions 8 and 10 their average earnings tend to be comparatively low. 
Among the full-year worker s- -those who worked at least 48 weeks in 
1969--there are noticeable differences in earnings. In Region 10, for 
example, only 67% of the full- year Japanese men received earnings of 
$3, 500 or more, in contrast with 92% in Region 2. A similar range in earnings 
occurs for Japanese women, where only 53% in Region 8 compared with 79% 
in Region 2 had earnings of $3, 500 or more. Japanese men in Honolulu and 
Japanese women in Chicago showed the highest levels of earnings among the 
four SMSA's. 



CHINESE 



There are five regions and five SMSA's with substantial numbers of 
Chinese, as indicated in Table F. The labor force participation of Chinese 
men is lowest in Regions 1 and 5 and highest in Region 2. LFPR's are 
relatively low for Chinese women in Regions 1 and 5, and also in Region 
2. LFPR's for SMSA's tend to be consistent with the regional, pattern, 
although in Honolulu the LFPR for Chinese men is appreciably higher than 
in other areas. Chinese women are least likely to be in the labor force 
in New York and Los Angeles. 

Employment rates in 1970 were typically high for Chinese, often 
as high as 98% or 99%, although in Region 1 Chinese employment rates were 
lower than elsewhere. Otherwise there is little variation from one area 
to another. 

As indicated by the average occupation scores for 1970, the level of 
Chinese occupational achievement is generally high. Chinese and Japanese 
women average about the same and both are very close to the occupational 
levels of white women. The occupational achievement of Chinese men is 
also relatively high, although not quite as high as for Japanese and white 
men. In Region 2 Chinese men and women average lower levels of occupational 
achievement than in other regions, but in the New York metropolitan area 
they recorded high average achievement. Occupational achievements of 
Chinese men and women in San Francisco were the lowest of the five SMSA's-- 
12 points less than the averages in New York. 
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Table F. Achievements of Chinese in Major Regions and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970 



Characteristic 
and sex a 


1 


Z 


Region 
3 


5 


9 


SMSA 

New 

York Chicago 


Los 

A mVi mT% 1 mT% 

/vngeie s 


San 
Fran- 

C IS CO 


Hono 
1 nl ii 


LFPR: M 


74 


84 


80 


77 


84 


86 


86 


87 


86 


93 


F 


52 


54 


A 1 
0 1 




An 


54 


62 


D *± 


£>3 


62 

\J Cm 


ER: M 


93 


98 


98 


97 


96 


98 


97 


96 


98 


99 


F 


95 


98 


99 


97 


96 


99 


100 


100 


97 


98 


Percent worked 






















48-5Z weeks: 




















86 


M 


60 


67 


76 


65 


76 


76 


... 74 


75 


74 


F 


39 


55 


57 


47 


56 


58 


61 


50 


60 


70 


Occupation score: 


















38 


49 


M 


45 


38 


54 


52 


44 


50 


43 


50 


F 


34 


28 


41 


44 


29 


38 


30 


32 


26 


34 


Percent mobile: 














* 




j D 




M 




28 




34 


33 


24 


29 


i n 


•3D 
J 0 


F 


IV. 


30 


— mm mm 




30 


26 


- — 


26 


21 


27 


Percent upward 






















mobility: 


















41 


53 


M 


— — - 


54 


mm _ *■ 


mm m. mm 


50 


38 







F 






— 




41 














Percent witli 






















earnings of 






















more than $3, 500: 


















69 




M 


54 


69 


75 


68 


72 


64 


70 


70 


82 


F 




D U 


50 


52 


51 


54 


55 


41 


48 


67 


Worked 48-52 




















88 


weeks: M 


67 


81 


85 


78 


79 


73 


78 


80 


77 


F 




65 


57 


73 


67 


66 


64 


58 


66 


84 



a Sce page v for notations. 
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Among the Chinese employed in both 1965 and 1970, 30% of the men 
and 29% of the women were occupationally mobile on a nationwide basis. 
The evidence on occupational mobility for regions and SMSA's is sketchy 
because of the small numbers of occupationally mobile Chinese. Nevertheless, 
Chinese men in Honolulu appear to be most mobile, and upwardly in the 
occupational structure, and least mobile in New York. 

At the national level, 71% of Chinese men and 55% of Chinese women 
were employed for 48 weeks or more in 1969. In Regions 3 and 9 Chinese 
workers were slightly more likely to work a full year. Only 60% and 39% of 
Chinese men and women worked a full year in Region 1. Their chances of 
full- year employment appear greater in the major metropolitan areas, except 
in Los Angeles where only 50% of the Chinese women had a full year of 
employment. 

The lesser degree of success in the job market for Chinese in Region 1 
is reflected further in their earnings. Only slightly more than half of Chinese 
men in Region x received earnings of $3, 500 or more in 1969. Chinese women 
in Region 1 fared even worse, with only 43% earning $3, 500 or more. Of 
the several regions and SMSA's, Chinese earnings were highest in Honolulu, 
where 88% of the Chinese men who worked a full year in 1969 had earnings of 
at least $3, 500. The earnings of Chinese women in Hcnolulu were not quite 
as high, but nevertheless 84% of them had earnings of more than $3,500. 



FILIPINOS 



Participation in the labor force and employment of Filipinos generally 
compare favorably with other minorities. Filipino women in Chicago are 
particularly active in the labor force, with a LFPR of 87%, as shown in 
Table G. This is well above the average for Region 5 and other regions 
and also much higher than in other SMSA's. In contrast, only 55% of the 
Filipino women in Honolulu were in the labor force in 1970, a rate close 
to the. regional average. Discrepancies in Filipino men's LFP and employ- 
ment among the regions and SMSA's are smaller than for the women. In 
the four chief regions--Regions 2, 3, 5, 9-LFPR's for Filipino men are 
higher than for Chinese men, but are higher than the Japanese only in 
Region 3. Employment rates are highest in Region 2 and 5 and in tie Chicago 
and Honolulu metropolitan areas. 

Differences in levels of occupational achievement among regions and 
SMSA's are substantial. Average occupation scores for Filipino men 
in Chicago were 60, a full 22 points higher than their national average. 



2(5 



18 



Table G. Achievements of Filipinos in Major Regions and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970 



ERIC 



Characteristic 
and sex a 



Region 
3 5 



SMSA San 

Los Fran- Hono 
Chicago Angeles cisco lulu 



LFPR: M 
F 



89 
76 



87 
62 



92 
76 



90 
57 



89 
87 



89 
67 



86 
62 



91 
55 



ER: M 



98 
99 



94 
95 



99 
97 



96 
94 



97 
98 



95 
98 



94 
96 



98 
97 



Percent worked 
48- 52 weeks: 
M 
F 



77 
45 



83 
51 



74 
54 



75 
54 



71 

66 



76 
40 



72 
57 



90 
62 



Occupation score: 

M 54 61 59 32 60 39 36 31 

F 46 44 47 27 46 35 31 22 



Percent mobile: 

M 42* 
F 48* 



50 

47< 



33 
333 



55 
49 



48 
39 



26 
42 



Percent upward 
mobility: 
M 
F 



52 

30 



41' 
27 



43 

35* 



64 

32 5 '' 



Percent with 
earnings of 
more than $3, 500: 
M 70 
F 63 



84 
55 



82 
66 



78 
53 



75 
64 



78 
61 



76 
59 



86 
45 



Worked 48-52 

weeks: M 81 86 88 89 92 92 84 90 
F 80 72 86 72 90 87 82 63 



See page vi for notations. 
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Filipino women in Chicago also show a high average occupational achieve- 
ment of 46, compared with their national average of 34, At the other 
extreme, Filipino men in Honolulu had an average occupation score of 
only 31, and Filipino women only 22. In general, Filipinos in Region 9 
and in its three SMSA's--Los Angeles, San Francisco and Honolulu-- 
ranked far below the achievement levels of Filipinos in other areas. 

The low level of occupational achievement of Filipino men in Honolulu 
is aggravated by their relative lack of occupational mobility. Only a fourth 
of Filipino men in Honolulu were mobile, whereas about half of those in 
Los Angeles and San Francisco were movers, Filipino men in Honolulu 
who were occupationally mobile, however, were relatively successful, 
since nearly two-thirds moved upward in the occupational structure. 

Three-fourths of all Filipino men and half of all Filipino women worked 
48-52 weeks in 1969, about the same as for Chinese and slightly less than 
for Japanese. In Honolulu, Filipino men and women bettered this national 
average, with 90% of the men and 62% of the women working a full year. 
Filipino men in Region 3 also fared comparatively well, as did Filipino 
women in San Francisco and Chicago. In Los Angeles, however, only 
40% of the Filipino women worked a full year. 

Differences in earnings are similar to those for full employment. 
Filipino men in Region 3 and in Honolulu show the highest proportions 
with $3, 500 or more in 1969. The dependence of earnings on full- year 
employment is evident among Filipino men, where in Chicago and Los 
Angeles, for example, the proportions employed full- year and with 
earnings of $3, 500 or more are about average but the proportions 
earning more than $3, 500 who also worked a full-year in these cities 
are notably high. In Chicago, 71% of the Filipino men worked 48-52 
weeks and 75% earned $3, 500 or more, but 92% of those who worked a 
full-year had earnings of $3, 500 or more. In contrast, 62% of Filipino 
women in Honolulu worked a full- year and 45% had earnings of $3, 500 
or more, while among those who worked a full year in Honolulu only 63% 
had earnings of $3, 500 or more. A full year of work was far more likely 
to result in higher earnings for Filipino women in Chicago or Los Angeles 
than in Honolulu. 



BLACKS 



Hlacks were included in this study chiefly for comparative purposes, 
rather than as a central part of the analysis. In general, much more is 
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known about blacks in the total population and in the labor force than other 
minorities, although there have been major information gaps regarding 
such matters as their occupational mobility. The following information 
enables comparisons of the labor force participation and achievements 
among blacks in different parts of the country and in different metropolitan 
areas and also permits comparisons with other minorities. Since blacks 
were included primarily for comparative purposes, information on their 
characteristics in metropolitan areas is restricted to those metropolitan 
areas in which substantial numbers of other minorities live. This means 
that some SMSA's, such as Atlanta, with heavy concentrations of blacks 
are not covered in this analysis. 

The heaviest concentrations of the black population occur along 
the Eastern seaboard, the Deep South, the Great Lakes and the far 
West. Six of the ten Regions--2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 9--account for a large 
majority of the total "black population. There are also six large metropolitan 
areas covered in this study with comparatively heavy concentrations of 
blacks, as listed in Table H. 

Active participation of black men in the labor force is comparatively 
low, only 82% of the sample population in 1970, and at the national level 
their employment rate of 94% was at about the same level as that of 
Mexican and Puerto Rican men. This means that their unemployment rate 
was about twice as high as for white men. Among the regions where black 
males are most heavily concentrated, their LFPR was above the national 
average. In Region 5 the black male LFPR was 90%, the highest level of 
all regions. Their employment rates were highest in Regions 2, 3 and 4. 
Detroit, Philadelphia and Washington, D.C., were the three SMSA's 
with the highest LFPR's for black men, while in Los Angeles their LFPR 
was below the national average. Employment rates however, were highest 
for black men in New York, Philadelphia and Chicago, with Detroit 
providing the least employment opportunities at that time. 

Black women have one of the highest LFPR's among minorities, and 
in 1970 their ER was at about the samq level as that of Spanish origin 
women. Regions 3, 4, 5 and 9 show LFPR's for black women above their 
national average of 54%, whereas in Regions 2 and 6 their participation is 
just below the national average. However, among the six SMSA's included 
here, their participation is highest in Washington (67%), and only Detroit 
shows a LFPR lower than their national average. Employment rates for 
black women ranged from a high of 95% in Region 3 to a low of 89% in 
Region 9, and for the SMSA's from a high of 95% for New York to a low 
of 86% in Detroit. 
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Average levels of occupational achievement for black men and women are 
among the lowest. Black men attain a level about three-fourths as high 
as that for white men, and black women a level two-thirds as high as the 
level for white women. Only in Regions 5 and 9 is the occupational 
achievement of black men much higher than their national average, and 
even in these areas only two or three points higher. Their highest achieve- 
ment levels are reached in Washington and Los Angeles, but in none of the 
Regions or SMSA's does their achievement come close tothe levels reached 
by white men. For black women the pattern is much the same, with 
relatively slight departures from their national average of occupational 
achievement. The occupational levels of black women are exceptionally 
low in Regions 4 and 6, which is partly a consequence of the rural- 
agricultural nature of these areas. Even in the more industrialized urban 
areas however, black women do not benefit in their employment status as less 
disadvantaged women do. In Chicago black women average 27 on the occupa- 
tional scale, five points higher than their national average and ten points 
higher than in Regions 4 and 6. In none of these area locations can their 
occupational achievement be regarded as high. 

The incidence of changing jobs between 1965 and 1970 was not 
sufficiently high to suggest improvement in occupational status among 
blacks, although relatively high proportions of black men and women 
who were occ upationally mobile moved upward in the occupational structure. 
About a third (36%) of 'lack men were occ upationally mobile and more than 
half of these (58%) moved upward, figures very similar to those for black 
women. The 56% of black women who were upwardly mobile represent 
an upward mobility rate higher than for white or any other minority 
groups of women. Much of the upward movement of black women can be 
attributed to their lowly occupational status, since there is "no direction 
but up" from the bottom. Nevertheless, other depressed minority women 
did not move upward at the same rate as black women. 

Black men were most mobile in Regions 5 and 6, although there is not 
much variation among regions. Their highest mobility occurred in Chicago, 
where 42% changed jobs during this five-yearjperiod. In New York and 
Philadelphia, only 28% and 29% respectively ^hanged jobs. The highest 
incidence of occupational mobility for black women occurred in Region 5 
and the lowest in Regions 3 and 6. However, black women in Washington, D.C. 
were most mobile. More than half of the mobile black women in each of 
the regions were upwardly mobile, with a high of 64% in Region 2. 
Philadelphia affords the greatest opportunities for upward movement, 
since 70% of the mobile black women advanced in the occupational structure. 
This must be int ^rpreted in the light of the comparatively low levels 
If occupational achievement for black women in Philadelphia. In Washington 
and Chicago fewer than half of the mobile black women moved upward. 
Most extreme is Washington where 63% of the movement of black women was 
in a downward direction. 
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Three-fourths of employed black men and slightly more than half of all 
employed black women worked a full 48-52 week year in 1 969 • Black 
workers were below these averages in Regions 4, 6 and 9, and in 
Detroit and Philadelphia. 

The low incomes of blacks are well-known, and underscore their low 
average status in the labor market. Black men in the sample population, 
for example, averaged only $5,300 in earnings from employment in 1969, 
a lower average than any minority males, with the possible exception 
of American Indian men. There is considerable variation in earnings 
among the regions. In Region 4 only 56% of black men and 24% of black 
women had earnings of $3, 500 or more in 1969. In Region 2 comparable 
figures were 84% for men and 64% for women. Earnings tend to be 
higher in urban areas for blacks, as indicated by the earnings of black 
men in Detroit and Chicago. Three-fourths of employed black women 
in Regions 4 and 6 had earnings less than $3, 500, and in Regions 3, 6 and 
9 only about half surpassed that level. As with men, black women fare 
better in metropolitan areas, although in Philadelphia more than half 
failed to receive as much as $3,500. Even with a control for weeks worked, 
black men and women in Regions 4 and 6 have earnings well below the 
earnings levels of other regions. In the six SMSA's, black men and women 
do relatively better. In Chicago, 94% of the black men had earnings of 
$3, 500 or more if they worked a full year. 
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Table H. Achievements of Blacks in Major Regions and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970 



Region 



Characteristic 
and sex a 



LFPR: M 
F 

ER: M 
F 

Percent worked 
48-52 weeks: 
M 
F 

Occupation score: 
M 
F 

Percent mobile: 
M 
F 

Percent upward 
mobility: 
M 
F 

Percent with 
earnings of 
more than $3, 500: 
M 
F 

Worked 48-52 
weeks: M 
F 



88 89 86 

53 58 59 

95 9? 96 

93 95 92 

79 82 71 

61 62 50 

33 33 29 
23 22 17 

34 37 36 
32 30 33 



62 56 54 

64 57 55 



84 76 56 

64 48 24 

89 84 64 

78 58 28 



90 85 88 

55 52 58 

94 94 91 

92 93 89 



78 73 74 

54 53 49 

34 31 35 

22 17 23 

38 38 36 

38 30 32 



63 58 66 

59 58 56 



82 64 80 

52 24 52 

88 73 90 

66 30 68 
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Table II. (Continued) 



. SMSA 

Characteristic New Wash., Phil- Los 

and sex a Detroit York D.C. Chicago delphia Angel es 



LFPR: M 
F 


88 
51 


84 
55 


86 
67 


85 
58 


87 
59 


80 
60 


ER: M 
F 


86 
86 


98 
95 


94 
93 


95 
93 


96 
90 


94 
93 


Percent worked 
48-52 weeks: 
M 
F 


69 
57 


82 
66 


81 
70 


78 
61 


68 
54 


73 
60 


Occupation score- 
M 
F 


34 
22 


33 
22 


36 
24 


34 
27 


31 
23 


36 
24 


Percent mobile: 
M 
F 


34 
38 


28 
30 


34 
40 


42 
36 


29 
37 


36 
37 


Percent upward 
mobility: 
M 
F 


77 

54* 


60 
58 


61 
37 


61 

43 


50* 
70 


61 
57 


Percent with 
earnings of 
more than $3, 500: 

M 

F 


86 
56 


83 
67 


81 

63 


87 
64 


80 
48 


75 
57 


Worked 48-52 
weeks: M 
F 


92 
69 


90 
79 


88 
72 


94 
75 


86 
62 


84 
69 



See page v for notatic is 
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Table 1-A . Labor Force Participation Rates, Mexicans, by Region, 
SMSA, Sex and Age, 1970 



Area 


20-34 


Male 
35-49 


50-64 


20- 34 


Female 
35-49 


DV- 04 


United States 


.93 


.93 


.82 


.42 


.42 


. 30 


Region 














2 


• 92! 


.86 





. 52 

* 


. 58 


- - - 


3 


.88 






. 50 




- - - 


4 


.97 


.95' 


. 88 


. 37 


.48 




5 


.95 


.96 


.90 


.42 


.49 


. 33 


6 


.92 


.93 


. 82 


.43 


.37 


.25 

* 


7 


.86 


.96 


. 88* 


. 52 


.46 


.24 


8 


.93 


.89 


.76 


. 35 


.40 


.24 


9 ... 


.94 


.93 


. 82 


.41 


.44 


. 34 


10 


.93 


.94 


.78* 


. 38 


.41 ' 


.29* 



SMSA ^ ,; c # # 



Albuquerque 


.94 


.94 




.40 


.20 


'38* 


Anaheim 


.96 


.90 


.95 


. 39 


.41 




Brownsville 


.86 


.90 


. 75 


.42 


. 37 


. 28 


Chicago 


.92 


.96 


.86 


.43 


. 51 


.30* 


Corpus Christi 


. 88 


• 95 * 


.87* 


. 33 


.29 


•41* 


Dallas 


.95 


.90 


. 82 


.47 


.42 


.29 


Denver 
Detroit 


.98 
.94 


.84 
.95* 




. 38 
.41* 


• 35^ 
.61 




El Paso 


.92 


.94 


. 80 


.47 


.41 


.27 
.08* 


Fresno 


.90 


.78 


. 75* 


. 34 


.34 


Houston 


.96 


.93 


.93 


.48 


. 33 


.25 


Laredo 


. 82 


.88 


. 78 


. 35 


. 37 


. 18 


Los Angeles 


.94 


• 93 * 


. 82 


* 

. 50 


•48* 


. 39 


New York 


.90* 


.89* 


* 

•85^ 

* 

. 81 

* 

. 71 


.46 


* 


Qxnard 


.96 


1. 00 


.40 


.34 


, * 


Phoenix 


.92 


.91 


. 37 


.43 


• 26^ 

* 


Sacramento 


.97 


.95 


. 39 


.24 


. 13 


San Antonio 


.90 


.96 


. 85 


.46 


.41 


.28 


San Bernardino 


.98 


.99 


. 88 
. 80 


.49 


.45 


. 19 


San Diego 


.94 


.95 


.44 


. 38 


.41 


San Francisco 


.92 


.94 




. 51 


.53 


.42 


San Jose 


.96 


.88 


• 80 * 
. 80 


.42 


. 37 


•31 A 


Tucson 


.96 


.94 


. 34 


. 31 


.56 
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Table 1-B. Labor Force Participation Rates, Puerto Ricans, by Region, 
SMSA, Sex and Age, 1970 

Male . .. Female 

Area 2 0-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 3 5-49 50-64 

United States .90 .88 .72 .35 .37 . 30 

Region 

1 .94 .87 --- .38 .40 

2 .89 .88 .70 .31 .35 . 30 

3 .97 . 81 >u --- .49 .52 .29^ 

4 1.00 .90 V --- . 56 . 56 . 19" 

5 .93 .90 .82* .47 .37 .15* 
9 .93 .87 .68 • .50 .53 .37' 

SMSA j]e # 

Chicago .90 .95^ .76 .44^ .47^ .22 

Los Angeles .73" .95^ --- .44" . 47 # 

Jersey City .95 .96' --- .40 .26^ 

Miami .31 .56 



* 



* 



Newark .91 1.00 .27 .42 

New York .86* . 84 j;c .71 .30 .31 .31 

San Francisco .87 1.00 --- .44 
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Table 1-C. Labor Force Participation Rates, Cubans, by Regions, SMSA, 
Sex and Age, 1970 



Male Female 
Area 20-34 35-49 50^64 20-34 35-49 50-64 



United States 
Region 

2 ...j 

3 

4 

5 

Q 

7 


.96 
.96 
.94, 

1.00' 


.97 

.95 
1. 00 

.98 
1. 00 

• 9o 


.90 
.93 
.88 
. 87 


.60 

• 53 A 
. 62 
.66 
.68* 
. 56 


.64 

.65 
.62* 
.64 
.74 
. 62 


.47 
.48 

.45 

.79* 
.29 


SMSA 
Chicago 
Jersey City 
Los Angeles 
Miami 
Newark 
New York 


1 . 00* 
.94 
.97 
.94 

.89 


* 

1. 00 
.98 
.98 
• 96 
.94* 
.97 


• 91 I 

.95* 

• 91 * 
. 73 

.90 


.64* 
. 73 
. 54 
.66 

.69* 
. 50 


* 

.85 
.66 
. 77 

• 69 * 
. 71 

. 60 


. 50 
.46 

. 53 
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Table 1-D. Labor Force Participation Rates, Indians, by Region, Sex 
and Age, 1970 







Male 






Female 




Area 


20-34 


35-49 


50-64 


20-34 


35-49 


50-64 


United States 


. 75 


. 80 


. 67 


•• 

.42 


.41 


. 34 


Region 




* 




* 


* 




1 


. 82 


.90 




. 55 


. 53 




2 


. 77 


. 89 
. 85* 


.76 

* 

. 87 


. 38 


. 54 


.44 


3 


.95 


. 53 


. 53 


.47* 


4 


. 80 


. 89 


. 83 


.49 


.43 


.39 


5 


. 86 


. 83 


. 72 


. 39 


.45 


.41 


6 


.72 


. 78 


. 78 


.40 


.42 


. 28 


7 


. 74 


. 83 


. 38 


.44 


.38* 


8 


.72 


. 78 


. 57 


. 39 


.42 


. 35 


9 


. 71 


.76 


.63 


.41 


. 34 


. 30 


10 


.70 


. 80 


.67 


.46 


. 39 


. 39 
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Table 1-E. Labor Force Participation Rates, Japanese, by Region, SMSA, 
Age and Sex, 1970 







Male 






Female 




Area 


20-34 


35-49 


50-64 


20-34 


35-49 


50-64 


United States 


84 


J Q7 






• 01 


.01 


Region 














1 








* 

, 52 


.58* 




2 


,88 


1, 00 

* 


.84 


. 33 


. 51 


"73* 


3 




.94 




.27 


• 38 


.50* 


4 






— » 


.25 


. 38 




5 


. 88 


. 99 


. 92 


. 32 


. 41 


.63 


6 








. 39* 


. 38 




7 


_ wm _ 







.16* 


.48 




8 


* 

.59 


.93* 




. 58 


. 56 




9 


.85 


• 97 


• 92 


. 60 


. 63 


. 62 


JO 


. 80 


• 96 


• 93 


. 52 


. 52 


. 74 


SMSA 












* 

. 72 


Chicago 


.78 


1. 00 


.94 


.48 


. 66 


Honolulu 


.87 


.98 


.91 


. 68 


. 70 


. 60 


Los Angeles 


.79 


.98 


.94 


. 58 


. 59 


.71 


New York 


.81 


. 86 




.43 


.29 




San Francisco 


.81 


.99 


• 92 u 


. 58 


.44 


. 73 


San Jose 


.81 


.98 


.89* 


.48 


.48 


.69* 


Seattle 


.77 


1.00* 


.90 


.61* 


.48 


.47* 
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Table 1-F. Labor Force Participation Rates, Chinese, by Region, SMSA, 
Age and Sex, 1970 







Male 






Female 




Area 


20-34 


35-49 


50-64 


20-34 


35-49 


50-64 


United States 


.71 


.96 


.84 


. 55 


. 60 


.54 


Region 
1 


. 64 


. 92 


* 

. 80 


. 54 


* 

. 52 





2 


. 77 


.95 


.80 


. 53 


. 54 


.72 


3 


.65 


.97 
.95* 


.85 


.56 


.66 


4 


. 66 




. 28 






5 


.69 


.94 


.89 


• 51, 
. 30 


. 54 


"I? 


6 


.49 


.96 







7 


• 68 v 

# 







* 

. 52 








8 


. 58 

















9 
10 


. 75 
. 61 


.96 
.96* 


. 84 

* 

. 80 


. 60 
. 56 


.63 

* 

.74 


. 54 



SMSA 




* 

1. 00 


* 

• 90 * 
.74 




# 

. 65 




Boston 


.84 


.59 





Chicago 


. 87 


.92 


. 54 


.72* 




Honolulu 


.91 


.97 


.91 


. 62 


. 70 


. 54 


Los Angeles 


.85 


.93 


. 78 


.46 


.64 


.61 


New York 


. 77 


.97 


. 83 


.47 


. 56 


.65 


San Francisco 
San Jose 


• 75 * 

• 73 * 
. 82 


• 96 * 
.94 


. 88 


• 63 * 
. 38 

. 52 


.66 


.57 


Wash. , D.C. 
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Table 1-G. Labor Force Participation Rates, Filipinos, by Region, 
SMSA, Age and Sex, 1970 



Area 


20- 34 


Male 
35-49 


50-64 


20-34 


Female 
35-49 


50-64 


United States 


88 


93 


88 


60 


62 


D J 


Region 












45 


2 


89 


96 


81 


80 


80* 


3 


89 


88 




67 


46* 


- - - 


5 


96 


94 


80 


81 


64 





9 


89 


93 


88 


55 


63 


50 


10 


85 


94* 


96* 


51 


48* 


- - - 


SMSA 














Chicago 


89 


90 




87 






Honolulu 


97 


95 


84 


52 


62 


43, 


Los Angeles 


90 


98 


79 


65 


78 . 


52 


New York 


91 




88 :;: 


78 


81* 




San Francisco 


85 


93 


83 


67 


62 


34 


Seattle 


94* 




83* 


50* 
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Table 1-H. Labor Force Participation Rates of Blacks by Age, Sex and 
Region, 1970 







Male 






"P* pmal ^ 




Area 


20-34 


35-49 


50-64 


20- 34 


35-49 


50-^4 

•J \J — U *x 


United States 


. 90 


. 91 


. 80 


58 


61 


48 


Region 










* 


* 


1 


. 81 


.90 




. 58 


. 59 


. 84 


2 


89 


8ft 


84 


47 


• 0 1 


• DO 


3 


91 


QO 


81 




• 0 1 


A Q 


4 


. 90 


90 


77 

• If 


61 


64 


Aft 


5 


. 91 


94 


84 


CQ 


57 


AA 


6 


. 88 


92 


74 


5 1 


6l 
1 Ul 


• *t j 


7 


. 84 


97 


70 




• 0 1 


A*3 


9 


. 92 


. 91 


. 77 


65 


54 


AQ 


SMS A 














Chicago 


. 94 

* 


. 88 


. 65 


60 


1 uu 


48 


Dallas 


.96 






. 73 




.52* 


Detroit 


.91 


.93 


. 80 


. 51 


. 61 


.41 


Los Angeles 


. 85 


.85 


. 65 


. 68 


.65 


. 38 


Miami 










.85* 




Newark 


.92 




.88* 


. 62 


. 71 


.74* 


New York 


. 86 


.88 


.71 


.49 


.56 


.64 


Philadelphia 


.90 






. 52 


. 66 


. 60„ 


San Francisco 


.88* 


•95* 


.70 


. 82* 


* 

. 55 


* 

.42 


Wash., D.C. 


.86 


.90 


.84 


. 73 


. 66 


.59 
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Table 2-A. Labor Force Participation Rates, Mexican, by Region, SMSA, 
Education and Sex, 1970 



Male Female 
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College 
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more 



United States 
Region 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 



.91 

.85 
.89 
.92 
.94 
89 
92 
84 
90 
88 



94 



95 



.95 
.95 
.84 
. 95 
.93 



. 98 
. 95 

• 93 >: 
.95 



, 34 

, 52 
44 
44 
36 
31 
31 
25 
36 
36 



* 



. 52 

,63 
•48 
,44^ 
,61 
, 57 
.58 

50 

48 

43* 



60 



* 



44 
58 
61 

56 
61 



* 



* 



SMSA 
Albuquerque 
Anahe im 
Brownsville 
Chicago 
Corpus Christi 
Dallas 
Denver 
Detroit 
El Paso 
Fresno 
Houston 
Laredo 
Los Angeles 
New York 
Oxnard 
Phoenix 
Sacramento 
San Antonio 
San Bernardino 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
San Jose 
Tucson 



.86 
.92 
. 82 
.93 
.91 
.88 
. c ,'l 
.86 
.87 
. 81 
.95 
. 81 

.82 
. 95 
.90 
,86 

.89 
96 
88 
91 
88 
88 



* 



* 



.96 
.92 
.93 
.91 

1. 00 
.96 

1.00 

• 97 
.88 

• 92 
.88 
.94 

1.00 

• 91 
1.00* 

• 95 

• 97 

• 97 

• 95 
.98 
.97 



• 97 J 
. 93' 

• 90 

.83* 



1.00* 

i"oo* 

.91 
.96 



1. 00 

. 96' 
. 90* 
•96* 
1. 00 



. 12' 
. 32 
. 32 
. 44 
. 31 
.41 
.23 
.42 
. 34 
. 24 
.31 
.22 

• 38 * 
. 36 

. 32 

. 33 

. 21 

, 33 

, 33 

36 

39 

32 

22 



.43 
. 51 
. 58 
.42 

.48 

-59j 
.55 
. 57 
. 32 
. 60 
. 53 

. 45 
.46 • 
.42 
. 38 
. 61 
.41 
. 54 
. 59 
. 51 
. 44 



50 
58 



* 



76' 



67 

63< 

67 



64 
65 

68 



* 
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Table 2-B. Labor Force Participation Rates, Puerto Rican, by Region, 
SMSA, Education and Sex, 1970 



Male Female 
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H. S. College 

H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more 



United States 


. 85 


.93 


.87 


.29 


.48 


. 62 


Region 














1 


.90 


.90 





. 32 


. 54 





2 


. 84 




.86 


.27 


•45* 


.60 


3 


.90 


.94* 


_ _ _ 


. 38 


. 55 


... 


4 


.90 





- - - 


.41 


.59 


™ ™ " & 


5 


.92 


.92 




. 34 


. 62 


. 61 


9 


.81 


.96 


.90 


. 36 


. 54 


.88* 


SMSA 














Chicago 


.88 


.96* 




. 37 


. 57 




Jersey City- 


.90 






. 30 






Los Angeles 


. 78 






.39 


"so* 




Miami 


.95* 






. 32 






Newark 


.94 






.28 






New York 


.81 


.89 


.93 


. 23 


.49 


. 58 


Philadelphia 


. 86 






.26 






San Francisco 


.91 






.40* 
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Table 2-C. Labor Force Participation Rates, Cuban, by Region, 
SMSA, Education and Sex, 1970 







Male 






Female 




Area 


Less than 


H.S. 


College 


Less than 


H.S. 


College 




H.S. 12 


12 


1 or more 


H.S. 12 


12 


1 or mo: 


United States 


• 92 


.96 


• 99 


. 52 


. 59 


. 72 


Region 














2 


.94 


• 93 


1.00 


* 


• 55 * 


.69 


3 






1.00* 


. 54 


. 71 




4 


.91 


"96 ' 


.97 


.51 


.63 




5 


1.00 




1.00* 

* 


.73 


.68* 


. 82 


6 






1. 00 








9 


. 87 


.96 


1. 00 


. 37 


.47 


. 78 



SMSA 



Chicago 


# 

1. 00 




* 

1.00 
.94* 


.59* 


* 

.95 




Jersey City- 


.96 




.66 


.65* 




Los Angeles 


1. 00 


• 91 


.98 


.56 


.71 


"67* 


Miami 


.92 


.96 


.96 


. 54 


.66 


. 75 


Newark 


. 81* 




.96 


.71 






New York 


.89 


1.00 


.97 


.46 


. 64 


. 74 
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Table 2-D. Labor Force Participation Rates for Indians, by Region, Education 
and Sex, 1970 







Male 






Female 




Area 


Less than 


H.S. 


College 


Less than 


H.S. 


College 




H.S. 12 


12 


1 or more 


H.S. 12 


12 


1 or mor< 


United States 


.70 


. 82 


.82 


. 30 


. 50 


.61 


Region 














1 


.81 




.80 


. 37 


.67* 





2 

3 


.76 
.91 


. 83 
. 88* 


.90, 


.40 
.44 


.46 
. 56 


.56* 
. 67 


4 


.82 


. 86 


.85 


. 39 


. 59 


. 53 


5 


.78 


. 88 


.81 


.30 


. 50 


.69 


6 


.64 


. 82 


.80 
.68* 


.27 


. 52 


. 59 

. 33* 


7 


. 74 


.91 


.24 


. 71 


8 


. 65 


.76 


.88 


. 31 


.48 


. 58 


9 


. 64 


. 80 


. 80 


.25 


.47 


. 66 


10 


.71 


.73 


. 85 


. 38 


. 39 


. 60 
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['able 2-E. Labor Force Participation Rates Japanese, by Region, SMSA, 
Education and Sex, 1970 



Male Female 
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College 



H.S. 12 12 



United States .88 .96 

Region 



* 



46 



1 

2 . 88* . 92 
3 
4 

5 .87 .98 
6 
7 

8 — .96* 

9 .90 .95 
10 .._ .98 

SMSA 

Chicago 1-00* .95 .84 .55* .69 53 

Honolulu .91 .95 .88 .57 .69 '73 

Los Angeles .90 .93 .88 .54 .62 .' 60 

New York — # ■ . 85 * . 86 >45 * ^ 4<) 

San Francisco .80 .96 .92 .42 .49 64 

San Jose .94^ .89 .44* .44 60 

Seattle --- .90 .88 --- .56 .51 



or more 


H.S. 12 


12 


1 or mo: 


. 88 


. 52 


. 57 


. 59 





— - — 


* 

. 52 


.65 


•93* 


. 58 


. 41 


.45 


. 83, 


. 40 


. 28 


.42 


. 88 


.46 


. 24 


.35* 


•93* 


• 35 * 


. 38 


. 48 


. 75 


. 40 


. 34 
.46* 


. 44" 


. 73 


. 43 


. 54 


.72 


.89 


. 56 


. 62 


. 64 


. 86 


. 45 


.61 


. 54 
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Table 2-F. Labor Force Participation Rates, Chinese, by Region, SMSA, 
Education and Sex, 1970 



Male Female 
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College 



H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more 



United States .86 .91 .77 .55 .55 .59 

Region * * F „* 

1 .82 .94* .63 .50* --- .57 

2 .87 .94 .78 .56 .49* -52 

3 .88* — .76 .52* .56 .67^ 

4 .74* --- .78 .25' — * .32 

5 .84 .88* .74 . .43 .44 .60^ 

6 60 .44* --- .S0, f 

7 



8 61* 



74 --- --- -57 



9 -85 -91 -81 -58 .60^ .62^ 

10 



84* --- .71 --- .63 .65 



SMSA 

Boston -94 --- .87 .70' --- .52^ 

Chicago .83 .94 .85 .62 .47 .72 

Honolulu .91 -96 .92 .55 .65 .63 

Los Angeles .81 .89 .89 .64 .41 .54 

New York .87 .94 .80 .51 .55 .57 

San Francisco .86 .92 .84 .60 .60 .68^ 

San Jose --- -82 --- --- • 32 v 

Wash. , D.C. --- --- -86 --- — -60 
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Tatle 2-G. Labor Force Participation Rates, Filipinos, by Region, SMSA, 
Education and Sex, 1970 



Area 



United States 
Region 

2 

3 

5 

9 
10 

SMSA 
Chicago 
Honolulu 
Los Angeles 
New York 
San Francisco 
Seattle 



Male 
Less than H. S. 
H.S. 12 12 



88 

91* 

83 
87 
94 



91 
89 
76 
94 
83 
92' 



93 

si 

75 
93 



96 
92 

91 



College 
or more 



90 

93 
88 
95 

85 



88 
95 
93 
92 
87 



Female 
Less than H. S. 
H.S. 12 12 



43 



53 < 
41 

56 

43 

37* 



48 

38' ; 
62< 
47 



54 

59 
47 

57. 
33 



* 



* 



58 
47 

54 



College 
or more 



72 

86 
70 
82 
70 
65 



88 
65 
81 
80 
73 
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Table 2-H. Labor Force Participation Rates of Blacks by Region, SMSA, 
Sex and Education, 1970 



Area 



Less than 
H.S. 12 



H.S. 
12 



College 
1 or more 



Less than 
H.S. 12 



H.S. 
12 



College 
1 or more 



United States 
Region 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
9 



. 84 

. 82 
. 84 
.87 
.84 
. 86 
. 82 
. 77 
. 85 



91 

93 5 

91 

89 

90 

93 

93 

87 

87 



96 



95 
94 
96 
99 
94 

96 



.48 

. 58 
.44 
. 50 
. 52 
, 44 
47 
54 
45 



.64 

.66 
. 62 
.65 
. 71 
.64 
.56 
.59 
. 64 



. 75 



70 

75 

77 

75 

72 

83* 

75 



SMSA 
Chicago 
Dallas 
Detroit 
Los Angeles 
Miami 
Newark 
New York 
Philadelphia 
San Francisco 
Wash. , D. C. 



. 80 
. 88 
.83 
.69 

.98 
. 82 
. 82 
. 82* 
. 83 



.89 

.93 
84 

90 

86 

94 

80* 

89 



92 

96 
91 



85 

94* 
92* 



.45 
. 58 
.45 
.47 
. 73 
.67 
. 51 
. 53 
.46* 
. 54 



. 62 
.65* 
. 55 
. 60 

. 66 
. 57 
.65 
. 70* 
, 75 



83 

71 
78 



64 



79' 
87* 
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Table 3-A. Employment Rates, Mexicans, by Region, SMSA, Sex 
and Age, 1970 



Male Female 
20-34 35-49 50-6^ 20-34 35-49 50-64 



United States 


.94 


.96 


• 


96 


.92 


.92 


.92 


Region 
















2 


i.ocr 


.96* 




• — a 


• 9 < 








3 


1.00 


- 















4 


.97 


.95* 


1. 


, 00 


.88 







5 


.97 


• 97 


t 


,95 


.92 


.96 


.88 


6 


.95 


.97 




,97 


.94 


.94 


.95 


7 


.93 


• 95 




,96* 


.84 


.96* 





8 


.94 


.92 




.98 


.91 


1. 00 





9 


.92 


.94 




l94 * 


.91 


• 90 


.92 


10 


.90 


. 81 




.94 


.90* 








SMS A 
















Albuquerque 


.94 


.88* 














Anaheim 


.94 


1. 00 




.97 


.88 


.86 




Brownsville 


.91 


.97 




,92 * 


.96 


.90 


.90 


Chicago 


.96 


.98 . 


1. 


.00 


•94* 


• 94 * 




Corpus Christi 


.97 


•97 


1. 


.00 

96c 


.90 


.96* 


.94 


Dallas 


.99 


•K 


1. 


.00 


• 89 * 


• 94 


- - - 


Denver 




• 89 * 






.95* 


— 




Detroit 


.87 


.89 






- - - 


— 




El Paso 


.96 


.98 




•96 


.96 


• 94 * 


1. 00 


Fresno 


.94 


.85 




.89* 


. 77 


.65* 


— 


Houston 


.97 


.98 


1 


. 00 


.96 


.97 




Laredo 


.89 


.94 




.95 


.98 


.98 


1. 00 


Los Angeles 


•93. 

* 


•94„ 

* 




.96 


.95 


.90 


.96 


New York 


.94 


1. 00 




* 








Oxnard 


. 85 


.98 


1 


. 00 

* 


~M* 






Phoenix 


.96 


.97 


1 


. 00 


• 95 * 


.93" 




Sacramento 


. 88 


. 86 




.87 


.88 






San Antonio 


.95 


.98 




.94 


. 88 


.95 


.91 


San Bernardino 


.94 


.98 




•97* 


.90 


.90 


* 


San Diego 


.94 


.92 


1 


. 00 


.89 


.84 


1. 00 


San Francisco 


.90 


.95 




• 93 * ' 


.88 


• 92 


.95* 


San Jose 


.93 


.95 




•90* 


•88* 


• 87* 




Tucson 


.94 


.98 


1 


. 00 


.91 


.94 
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Table 3-B. Employment Rates, Puerto Rican; by Region, SMSA, Sex 
and Age. 1970 



Male Female 

Area 20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64 

United States ,93 .96 ,96 ,90 .93 ,94 
Region 



1 ,91 .96' C --- .97 

2 . 94 96 5i .94 .89 . 93^ . 94 

3 . 95 92* --- 1. 00 1.00* 

4 .95 1.00* .91* .95* 

5 .94 .96 !-00 -91 .83* 
9 . 89 . 92 1. 00*' . 94 1. 00* 

SMSA 

Chicago .94 .96 .95 .89^ .96 

Jersey City .95 .96* .88 

Los Angeles . 32^ 

Newark 1.00 .95* 

New York .95 .97 .96 .94 .95 .94 

Philadelphia .93 .89' 
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Table Employment Rates, Cubans, by Region, SMSA, Sex and; Age, 1970 







Male 








Female 




Area 


20-34 


35. 


-49 


50 


-64 


20-34 


35-49 


50-64 


United States 


.95 


• 


98 


• 


96 


.91 


.94 


.89 


T) p or inn 


















2 


.•96 


• 




1. 


00 


.92 


• 91 


. 88 


3 





1. 


00 




— 





.87* 


- - - 


4 

*• 

0 


.32 




98 
94 


• 


94 
94* 


.73 


.96 
.93* 


.95 


9 


.90 




96 


• 


88* 


. 85 


.91 


• - - 


SMSA 


* 
















Chicago 




1, 


00 






* 

.94 


• V I 




Jersey Cit.K 


.93 




92 


1. 


00* 


. 85 


.81 




Los Angeles 


• 94 


• 


86 




85* 


.84* 


.95 




Miami 


.96 




97 




97 


.95 


.91 


.94 . 


Newark 




1. 


00* 








.93* 




New York 


1. 00 




98 


1. 


00 


.92 


• 92 


.96 
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Table 3-D. Employment Rates, Indian, by Region, Sex and Age, 1970 







Male 






Female 




Area 


20-34 


35-49 


50-64 


20-34 


35-49 


50-64 


United States 


. 89 


.90 


. 92 


.88 


. 92 


. 92 


Region 








1. 00 




1 





.94' 


_ - M 


mm mm mm 




2 


. 82 


. 92 
.96* 


1.00* 


1.00 


. 88 


~94* 


3 


.95 




. 89* 


.95* 




4 


.97 


1. 00 


.98 


.91 


.95 


"89* 


5 


. 95 


. 87 


.91 


. 88 


. 94 


.86* 


6 


.92 


.92 


•94 v 


. 88 


•96, 


.97 


7 


.89 


1.00* 


.95 


* 

. 84 


. 88 




8 


. 78 


. 80 


. 83 


. 83 


. 88 


"96* 


9 


. 86 


.93 


. 88 

* 

. 80 


. 88 


.94 


• 90 * 


10 


. 82 


. 80 


. 85 


. 78 


. 92 



/ 

! 
\ 
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Table Kmploymcnl Rates, Japanese, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sox, 1970 







Male 










Female 






Area 


20-34 


35- 


■49 


50- 


L A 

- o4 




1 A 


35- 


■49 




- D*± 


United States 


. 98 


• 


99 


• 


99 


• 


9 ( 


• 


97 




Q Q 
7 0 


Region 
























2 


1 . 00 




98 


• 


o o 

88 


• 


90 


1. 






V5 


3 




1. 


00* 












961 






4 




- 









_ 


_ _ 


1. 


•r 

00 




. _ _ 


5 


.98 


• 


99 


i. 


00 


i. 


00 


• 


95 --:= 


1. 


00"" 


6 




- 











~ ~ J„ 


1 . 


00 ' 






8 


. 88 


• 


96* 






• 


95 


1 . 


00 






9 


. 98 


• 


99 


• 


99 


• 


98 


• 


98 




07 


I 0 


. 97 




00 


• 


9 ( 


• 


Q A 


• 


93 


1 


> VJ VJ 


SMSA 
























Chicago 


1 . 00 




98 


i 

1 . 


00 


1 . 


r\r\ 
00 


1 . 


00 


1 

L , 


aa' 1 
, UU 


Honolulu 


. 97 


i. 


00 


1 . 


00 




98 




98 


1 


, UU 


Los Angeles 


.97 




98 




98 




96, 




96 




.98 


New \ork 


.94 




97 








87 










San Francisco 


.94 




99 


1. 


00 




96, 


1. 


00 >'- 




.96* 


San Jose 


•97, 


i. 


00 


1. 


00 


1. 


00 


1. 


00* 






Seattle 


. 88 v 


i. 


oo' r 




95 




88* 




91 
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Table 3-F. Employment Rates, Chinese, By Region, SMSA, Age and Sex, 1970 



* 






Male 










Female 




Area 


7.0 


- 34 


35 


-49 




-64 


20 


- 34 


35 


-49 


50- 64 


united States 




96 




98 








96 




97 


. 95 


R eg ion 
























l 




89 


1 


00 ' 


< 


94 




95 " 









C 




7 ( 




98... 








98 




96 


1 . 00 


3 






1. 


00 1 


1. 


00 




97 


1. 






4 




90 


1. 


00* 


















C 

D 




96 ^ 




98... 


1 . 


00 


• 


97 


1. 


oo* 




L 
0 




o n "'* 


■ 


96" : 




~ — 




• — — 




— 





7 


1 . 


00 












• — — 






— 


Q 

7 






• 


97 


• 


93 


• 


95 


• 


98 


. 94 


1 u 


1 . 


UU 


1 . 


00" 


• 


94 




"" 






— — — 


























Boston 


1 • 


00 


1 . 


00 




94* 




K 









OVii r,ian 

w 1 X i. V. 11 W 




Q4 


1. 


00 


1 

1 ■ 


uu 


l . 


nn 1 
UU 


1. 


oo* 




Honolul u 




99 




98 


1. 


00 




94 


1. 


00 


1. 00 


Los Angeles 




97 




96 




94 


i . 


00 


1 . 


00 


1 . 00* 


New York 


1. 


00 




99 




95 


i . 


00 




97 


. 98 


San Francisco 




97., £ 




98 




97 




95 




99 


.96 


Wash. , D. C. 




94"' 
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Table Employment Rates of Filipinos, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex, 1970 



Male Female 
Area 20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64 



United States 


95 


97 


96 


96 


95 


95 


Region 


* 


* 


•A* 








2 


100 


100 


88 


99 


100 




3 
5 


97 
98 


100* 


100 


98 
98 


100 




9 
10 


94 
91* 


97 
94* 


96 

7* 
96 


94 

* 

95 


95 


96 


SMSA 














Chicago 


98 


* » 

94 




98 






Honolulu 


97 


99 


98 


98 


95 


96 


Los Angeles 


98 * 


95 


88 


97 


100 




New York 


100 






97 






San Francisco 


92 


96 


95 * 


97 


94 




Seattle 






100 







ERIC 
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Table 3-H. Employment Rates for Blacks, by Region, SMSA, Age and 
Sex, 1970 



Area 



20-34 



Male 
35-49 



50-64 



20-34 



Female 
35-49 



50-64 



United States 
Region 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
9 

SMSA 
Chicago 
Dallas 
Detroit 
Los Angeles 
Miami 
Newark 
New York 
Philadelphia 
San Francisco 
Wash. , D.C. 



.93 

• 92 5 
.91 
.96 
.96 
.92 
.92 
. 88 
. 88 



' 94 * 
.96 

. 73 

. 93 

. 95 
. 98 
■90, 
. 86 
• 93 



.96 

.94* 

.97 

.97 

.96 

.94 

.96 

.97 

.94 



. 99 

1.00 
.95 

.98 

. 75 
.93 



.96 



.99 
.97 
.96 
.96 
.94, 
1. 00* 
.89 



.91 

.93 
.96* 



.96 
1. 00 

• 97 



.89 

.93 
.91 
.93 
. 88 
. 88 
. 88 
. 90 
. 84 



* 



1. 00 
. 79 
.96 



. 86 
.93 
.91 
.96 
.93 



.95 

1.00* 
. 93 
.97 
.94 
.94 
. 94 
.95 
.93 



92 



92 
85 j 
91 J 
93' 
98 
92 

89 



.96 



.95 
.95 
.96 
.97 
1 . 00, 
.94' 
. 97 



92 
86 



. 88 
.95 
. 86 

.97 
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Table 4-A. Employment Rates, Mexican, by Region, SMSA, Education and 
Sex, 1970 



Area 



Male 

Less than H. S. 
H.S. 12 12 



Female 

College Less than H.S. College 
1 or more H.S 12 12 1 or more 



United States 
Region 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 



.94 

>; 

.96^ 
1.00 
.96 
.96 
.96 
.96 
.92 
.92 
.89 



.95 



96 



.98 

.92 
.95 
.94 



1. 00 
. 97 

1. 00* 
. 95 



* 



.91 



.90 
.92 
.94 
.92 
.90 
.89 
.85 



93 



95 



1. 00 



.96 

•95, 

.87' 

.95 

.92 



* 



95 
95 



96 



SMSA 
Albuquerque 
Anaheim 
Brownsville 
Chicago 
Corpus Christi 
Dallas 
Denver 
Detroit 
El Paso 
Fresno 
Ho us ton 
Laredo 
Los Angeles 
New York 
Oxnard 
Phoenix 
Sacramento 
San Antonio 
San Bernardino 
San Deigo 
San Francisco 
San Jose 
Tucson 



.90 












.96 


.98 


* 

.97 
1.00* 


.85 


.93 




.93 


.94 


.91 


.97 
1.00 


i"oo* 


.96 


.98 


1. 00 v 


.93 




.98 


•97, 
.96* 




.93 






.99 




.90 


* 




.89 


.96* 
.94* 






1. 00 




.84 


.93 








.97 


.98 


.95 


.98 


. 94* 


.87 


1.00* 




.66 






.98 


.97 


* 

1. 00 
.97 


.96 


.98 




.92 


.94 


.98 


.97 


1. 00* 


.93 


.94 


.95 


.92 


.94 


.96 


1.00* 






* 






.93 


•90? 
1. 00 

.89 




.89 






.96 




.93 






.86 










.96 


.98 


.89 


.90 


.92 
.90* 


•96, 
.94 


.96 


. .97 


•97* 


.91 


.92 


.95 


.96 


.90 


.88 




.93 


.89 


.97 


.86 


.96 
.83* 


. 88* 


.93 


.94 


.96* 


• 83, 




.96 


.94 


1. 00 


.90 


.95 
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Table 4-B. Employment Rates, Puerto Rican, by Region, SMSA, Education 
and Sex, 1970 



ERIC 



Male Female 
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College 
H,S, 12 12 1 or more H, S, 12 12 1 or mo re 

United States .94 .96 .97 -91 .93 .94 

Region * * 

1 .92 .95 1.00 

2 .94 .96 .97 .90 5 , c .93 .94 

3 .94 --- 1. 00^ LOO* 

4 .96 --- .96'' .90* 

5 .94 .98 --- ^ .87, .91 
9 .88 .95 .94* .93* .96 

SMSA 

Chicago .94 .96* --- .92 tc .90* 

Jersey City .94 .87* . 

Los Angeles . 90'|* 

Miami .90' - - - 

Newark .98 --- .82* 

New York .95 .98 .98 .94^ .96 .92 

Philadelphia .91^ .83* 

San Francisco .80 
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Table 4-C. Employment Rates, Cuban, by Region, SMSA, Education and 
Sex, 1970 



Male Female 
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H. S. College 
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more 



United States . 96 _ . 96 .97 .91 .91 .93 

Region 

2 .98 - .98 .99* .91 .86 .94 

3 --- --- 1.00 

4 .96 .97 .96^ .91 .96 .93 

5 .88 --- .96 .88 --- .94* 

6 --- — - 1.00 

9 .91 .92'" .94 .88 .92* .87 



SMSA 


* 






Chicago 


1. 00 


* 

.95 


1.00 


Jersey City 


.95 


. 88 


Los Angeles 


. 88 


.90* 


. 88 


Miami 


•96* 


.98 


.98 


Newark 


1. 00 






New York 


.99 


.98 


1. 00 



* * * 

•94 .89, 

.77 .94 

.93* .92* .81* 

.93 .92 .94 

.96* 

.92 .92 .97 
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Table 4-D. Employment Rates, Indian, by Region, Sex and Education, 1970 



Male Female 
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College 
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more 

United States .89 .89 .95 .88 .92 .92 

Region 



1 


. 88 




* 


. 87 

* 

• 91 






2 


. 86 


• 97, 

* 


•91, 


* 

1. 00 




3 


.90 


1. 00 




. 87 




4 


• 99 


1. 00 


.91 


• 90 


• 92 


1. 00 


5 


• 91 


. 89 


1. 00 


. 88 


.89 


.94 


6 


.91 


.92, 


•98, 


•89, 


•94 
. 88 


.95 


7 


• 98 


. 87" 


* 

1. 00 


. 87 




8 


. 80 


. 75 


. 86 


. 87 


• 90 


. 80 


9 


. 86 


• 90 


•95, 
.93 


. 86 


• 92 


.92 


10 


. 80 


. 76 


. 84 


. 85 


. 84 
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Table 4-E. Employment Rates, Japanese, by Region, SMSA, Education 
and Sex, 1970 



Area 



Male Female 
Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College 
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.s. 12 12 1 or more 



United States 
Region 

2 

3 

5 

8 

9 
10 



.98 
.98 



99 



.98 



.95 



.98 



.98 



, * 
.96 


1. 00 „ 

* 

1. 00 


.90 


.97 


.98 




1. 00 






1. 00 


.99 


.95 


.96 


1. 00 


. 96* 


.93* 




1.00* 


.96 


.99 


. 98 


•96, 
. 76 


.98 


• 98 


• 98 


• 98 


.97 


1. 00 



SMSA 
Chicago 
Honolulu 
Los Angeles 
New York 
San Francisco 
San Jose 
Seattle 



1.00 
1. 00 
.97 

1. 00* 



97 
98 

96. 

96" 

98 

97* 

94* 



1. 00 




1. 00 


1.00 


. 99 


.98 


• 98 


1. 00 


. 99 


. 91 


• 97 


.97 


. 98 






1. 00 


. 97 


.94* 


•96* 


1. 00 


1. 00 




1. 00 
.96 


1.00 


• 97 




.84 
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Table 4-F. Employment Rates, Chinese, by Region, SMSA, Education 
and Sex, 1970 



Male Female 
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College 

H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S- 12 12 1 or more 



United States 


.95 


. 96 


R ogion 






1 


. 89 


. 87 


2 


.97, 


.98 


3 


• 96* 


mm m. mm 


4 







5 


.95 


• 95 


6 




— mm mm 


7 
9 


• 94 „ 


.96 


10 


.95''" 




SMSA 






Boston 


1. 00 




Chicago 


1. 00 


. 88 


Honolulu 


.98 


.98 


Los Angeles 


.91 


1.00 


New Y ork 


.98 


.99 


San Francisco 


.96 


.96 



.98 


.95 


.96 


.97 


1. 00 






. 94 


.98 


.97 


1. 00 


.98 


1 . oo , c 




_ — 


.95 


.93* 


mm — — 


mm mm mm 




.93 


.96* 


- T - 


.98 


.90* 


— _ — 


_ 





1. 00 








.97 


.94 


.96 


.97 


1. 00 








1.00 


1. 00* 






. 93 


1. 00* 




1. 00 


1.0C 


1.00 


•96, 


1. 00 


.96 


1.00 


1 . 00* 


1. 00 


.98 


.97 


1. 00 


1. 00 


.99 


.94 


. 99 


.98 
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Table 4-G. Employment Rates of Filipinos, by Region, SMSA, Education 
and Sex, 1970 



Male Female 
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College 



H. S. 12 12 or more H.S. 12 12 



or more 



United States 96 95 96 92 94 97 

Region 



2 95 100 100 99 

3 -~ 95 --- 98 
5 99 98 
9 96 96 95 91 95 96 

!0 97 — 91 100* 

SMSA 

Chicago 98 93 

Honolulu 98 99 97 94 98 98 

Los Angeles 96 v 94 95 99 

New York 100 97 

San Francisco 97 94 93 93 88 99 

Seattle 100* 
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Table 4-H. Employment Rates for Blacks, by Region, SMSA, Education 
and Sex, 1970 



Area 



United States 
Region 



SMSA 
Chicago 
Dallas 
Detroit 
Los Angeles 
Miami 
Newark 
New York 
Philadelphia 
San Francisco 
Wash. , D. C. 



Less than 
H.S. 12 



94 



.96 
. 00 
.84 
98 
.97 
95 
97 
97 
70 
91 



* 



Male 
H.S. 
12 



College 
1 or more 



.95 



.95 

. 84 
.92 

:i? 

. 98 
.96 

.96 



96 



1 


.89 


.92 




2 


.94 


.98 


.95 


3 


.96 


.97 


1. 00 


4 


.96 


.95 


.98 


5 


.93 


.95 


.94 


6 


. 93 


.96 


1. 00 


7 


.96 


.91 




9 


.90 


.90 


.92 



.94 

. 96 
.93 



97 



.94* 
1.00*' 



Female 
Less than H. S. 
H.S. 12 12 



College 
1 or more 



.92 


.92 


.97 


.96 


.97* 


_ mm mm 


.89 


.94 


1. 00 


.92 


.97 


1.00 


.91 


.91 


.98 


.93 


. 90 


.98 


.94 


.93 


.90 


.96 


.91 




. 88 


. 85 


. 96 


•92 y 


.91 


.96 


. 83 






.87 


. 86 




.94 


.94 


.92 


. 93 






.89 


"90* 




.96 


.94 


.94 


.86 


.93 











92 



92 



96' 
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Table 5-A. Occupation of Mexicans, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970 



Sex and 
area 



N 



All 



Prof. Mgr. Sales Cler. Crafta Oper. Lab. Farm Ser. 



Male 
United 

States 
Region 

2 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 

SMSA 



8501 100.0 



52 
73 
662 
3114 
115 
2 52 
4070 
108 



100. 0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100. 0 

lob. o 

100. 0 
100. 0 



4.6 

23. 1 
9.6 
4. 5 
4.4 

3. 5 
5.6 

4. 1 

5. 6 



4. 1 

3. 8 
1.4 

2. 1 

5. 3 
7.0 
2.4 
3.6 

3. 7 



2. 7 

9.6 

2. 7 

1. 5 
3.2 

3. 5 
2.4 

2. 5 
0.9 



5.2 22.3 28. 0 13.5 10.5 9.1 



7.7 19.2 26.9 



5. 5 
5. 3 

5. 6 

6. 1 
5. 2 
4.9 



20. 5 

19. 3 
23.8 
23. 5 

20. 2 
21.9 



15. 0 
41. 5 
24. 7 
22. 6 
24. 6 
29. 3 



7. 7 
8.2 
15.6 
13. 5 
21.7 
15.9 
13.2 



0.0 1.9 
8.2 
8. 0 
9.0 

8. 7 
12. 7 

9. 3 



28. 7 

2. 1 

10. 5 

3. 5 

11. 1 
11.2 



2.8 12.0 16.7 11. 1 39.9 7.4 



Anaheim 


196 


108,0 


5. 1 


4. 1 


3. 1 


5. 1 


24. 5 


25. 0 


19.9 


3. 1 


10.2 


Browns- 
























ville 


349 


100. 0 


3.2 


6.3 


7.4 


2.6 


15.2 


19.4 


12.6 


21.2 


12.0 


Chicago 


365 


100. 0 


4. 1 


2.2 


3.0 


6.8 


20. 3 


40.9 


14.0 


. 3 


8.5 


Corpus 
























Christi 


185 


100. 0 


5.4 


5.4 


5.9 


3.2 


21.6 


21. 7 


19. 5 


6.0 


11.4 


Dallas 


124 


100.0 


2.4 


4.0 


2.4 


8.9 


25.0 


26. 7 


15. 3 


4.8 


10. 5 


Denver 


82 


100. 0 


6.1" 


- 6. 1 


2.4 


8. 5 


19. 5 


34. 1 


15.9 


1.2 


6.1 


Detroit 


59 


100. 0 


6.8 


3.4 


5. 1 


13.6 


15. 3 


37. 9 


11.9 




6.8 


El Paso 


284 


100.0 


6.3 


4.6 


4.9 


7.4 


29.2 . 


22.2 


13. 7 


2. 5 


9.2 


Fresno 


149 


100. 0 


6. 0 


1. 3 




2. 7 


10. 1 


22.2 


4.7 


46.3 


6.7 


Houston 


299 


100. 0 


3.0 


5. 0 


3.3 


6.7 


25. 1 


31. 7 


12. 7 


1. 3 


11.0 


Laredo 


291 


100. 0 


4. 1 


6.2 


5. 5 


4. 5 


17. 9 


13. 7 


13.7 


25. 1 


9.0 


Los 
























Angelesl717 


100. 0 


5.2 


3. 1 


2.4 


5.6 


24.9 


36.2 


11. 5 


1.2 


9.9 


Oxnard 


112 


100. 0 


5.4 


3.6 


2.7 


0.9 


15.2 


26.2 


13.4 


25.9 


■• * .'i 


Phoenix 


171 


100. 0 


3. 5 


4. 1 


4.7 


7.6 


17. 0 


21. 7 


17. 5 


15. 8 




Sacra- 
























mento 


90 


100. 0 


5.6 


4.4 




6.7 


15. 6 


21. 1 


25. 6 


10.0 


11.1 


San 
























Antonio 


483 


100. 0 


4. 3 


4. 1 


5.6 


6.6 


32. 3 


23. 8 


11.2 


1.4 


10.6 


San Ber- 
























na rdino 


271 


100. 0 


5.2 


2.2 


4.1 


4. 1 


22. 1 


22. 5 


13. 7 


14.7 


11.4 


San Diego 170 


100. 0 


6. 5 


2.4 


4. 1 


4. 1 


24. 7 


21. 2 


11.8 


11.8 


13. 5 


San Fran- 
























cisco 


252 


100. 0 


3.2 


2. 0 


2.0 


8.7 


22.2 


28.2 


16. 3 


4.0 


13. 5 


San Jose 


203 


100. 0 


6.4 


4.4 


1.0 


7.4 


27. 1 


26. 1 


14.3 


3. 0 


10. 3 


Tucson 


109 


100. 0 


3. 7 


2. 8 


4.6 


5. 5 


26.6 


30. 3 


13.8 


5. 5 


7. 3 
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Table 5-A. Continued 



Female 
United 

States 6286 100.0 
Region 

2 



4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

SMSA 



51 
53 
411 
2222 
98 
158 
3170 
71 



100. 
100. 
100. 
100. 
100. 
100. 
100. 
100. 



4. 7 

9. 8 
11. 3 



5. 
5. 
5. 
6. 
3. 
4. 



1.5 

3.9 
3. 8 
1. 0 

1. 8 

2. 0 

0. 6 

1. 3 
1.4 



5.5 21.8 2.4 29.8 1.7 7.6 24.6 



3. 
3. 
6. 
6. 
5. 
7. 
4. 
5. 



37. 3 
17. 0 
23. 8 
20. 8 
27 
20 
21 
9 



,6 
9 
9 
9 



3.9 
3.8 
2.7 
2. 5 
4. 1 
1.9 
2.4 
0. 0 



23. 5 
24.5 
41.6 
23.0 
22.4 
20. 3 
34.6 
23. 9 



0, 
0. 
1. 
1. 
4. 
3. 
1. 
1. 



Anaheim 


13^ 


100. 0 


5. 1 


1.4 


5. 1 


20. 3 


.7 


40.6 


2.2 


Browns- 




















ville 


295 


100. 0 


6. 8 


1. 7 


7. 1 


15. 9 


2. 0 


22. 7 


1.0 


Chicago 


204 


100. 0 


3.4 





3.4 


22. 1 


3.9 


52. 9 


2. 5 


Corpus 
















Christi 


102 


100. 0 


4.9 


2. 0 


10. 8 


17. 6 


3.9 


14. 7 




Dallas 


94 


100. 0 


2. 1 




1. 1 


24. 5 


4. 3 


43. 6 


2. 1 


Denver 


70 


100. 0 


4. 3 


1.4 


4. 3 


25. 7 




31.4 


1.4 


El Paso 


258 


100. 0 


5.8 


1.9 


7.4 


18. 6 


5. 0 


30. 6 


1.6 


Fresno 


121 


100. 0 


1.7 




2. 5 


14. 9 




29. 8 


1.7 


Houston 


205 


100. 0 


4.9 


2. 0 


8. 3 


28. 8 


3.4 


18. 5 


1.5 


Laredo 


186 


100. 0 


11.8 


4. 3 


11. 3 


21.0 


1. 1 


9. 1 


1.6 


Los 


















Angeles 1379 


100. 0 


4. 1 


1.6 


3. 8 


25. 1 


3. 1 


45. 5 


1.6 


Oxnard 


81 


100. 0 


2.5 


2. 5 


1.2 


16. 0 


2. 5 


43.2 


1.2 


Phoenix 


120 


100. 0 


4.2 




5.8 


24. 2 




35.0 


1.7 


Sacra- 


















mento 


64 


100. 0 


3. 1 




7. 8 


25. 0 


1.6 


28. 1 




San 


















Antonio 


377 


100. 0 


5.6 


1.9 


7.2 


26. 0 


4.2 


25. 7 


. 8 


San Ber- 


















nandino 


202 


100. 0 


6.4 


1.0 


2. 5 


15. 3 


2. 0 


33. 2 


3. 0 


San Diego 


154 


100. 0 


5.2 


1.9 


7. 1 


19. 5 


2.6 


23.4 


1.9 


San Fran- 




















cisco 


192 


100. 0 


i . 8 


2. 1 


.4- 7 


30. 7 


1.0 


28. 6 


3. 1 


San Jose 


162 


100. 0 


4.3 


2. 5 


3. 1 


14. 2 


3. 1 


53. 7 


1.2 


Tucson 


73 


100. 0 


4. 1 


1.4 


16.4 


26. 0 


2.7 


23. 3 





0 
15 
1 

6, 
3, 
2, 
8.9 
38. 0 



17.7 
20. 8 
15. 5 
32.2 
26.5 
37. 3 
20.4 
15. 5 



2.9 21.7 

17.3 25.4 
.5 11.3 



2. 0 
3.2 
2.9 

31.4 
2. 0 
10. 2 



44. 1 



19. 
28. 
29. 
18. 
30. 
29. 



.9 13.8 

14.8 16.0 

9.2 20.0 

17.2 17.2 

1.6 27.1 

10.4 26.3 

5.2 33.1 

3.1 19.8 

4.9 13.0 
26.0 
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Table 5-B. Occupation of Puerto Ricans, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970 



Sex and 

area N All Prof. Mgr. Sales Cler. Crafts Oper. Lab. Farm Ser . 



Male 
United 



OLdLc b 


£ f U£ 


1 nn n 


1 Q 

D . 7 


4 A 
*± . 0 


% Q 
J. 7 


Q 5 
7. 0 


1 A 7 


74 Q 
Oft. 7 


Q 1 
0 • 1 


1 £ 


1 7 5 
X ( . D 


"D q • fin 

i\cg i un 
























l 
i 


1 1 Q 


i nn n 


1 7 


r n 
0 . u 


^ 4 
J . 4 


( . 0 


1 Q C 




lo. 4 


1 . O 


9. 2 




1 7O0 


i nn n 

1 UUi u 




R n 
0, u 


4 £ 
4. D 




1 A 1 
lo. 1 


Q 

iZ. 0 


*7 n 
(• U 


1 . U 




j 


1 Ci 1 
1 Ul 


i nn n 
1 u u . u 


5 n 
0 . u 


*? n 
z . u 


Z . U 


3. U 


1 c Q 


ib. 0 


11.9 


D • 0 


1 *7 O 

17.8 


4 


76 


100. 0 


6.6 


6.6 


3. 9 


2. 6 


27. 6 


19. 8 


5. 3 


9.2 


18.4 


5 


284 


100. 0 


2. 1 


0. 7 


1.8 


8. 1 


13. 7 


54.9 


10. 9 


0. 7 


7.0 


9 


132 


i nn n 
1 u u . u 


1 1 4 
X 1 . ft 


D . J 


U. 0 


Q Q 
7. O 


1 A A 

14. 4 


Zo. O 


1Z . 1 


3. 0 


13.6 


SMSA 
























Chicago 


191 


i nn n 

1 yjyj * \j 




? A 


9 1 
c . x 


Q Q 
7. 7 


1 J. L 




4 7 
4. f 




it! n 

1 z . u 


Jersey 
























City 


75 


1 nn n 




1 • J 


X • J 


4 n 
ft. u 


O 7 
7. J 


al n 

4u . ( 


ZZ . r 




1 J. J 


Newark 


60 


1 nn' n 


i n n 


1 7 




5 n 

3 • U 


1 0. J 


AQ 7 
4o . J 


0. U 




Q 1 

0 . 0 


New 
























York 


1626 


1 nn n 


j • ft 


4 ? 


5 4 


1 7. n 

1 j. u 


1 A 7 
ID. r 


7 1 n 

D X . U 


A A 


. Z 


1 Q A 
X 7 . D 


Philadel- 
























phia 


84 


100. 0 


8. 3 


4. 8 


1.2 


3. 6 


10. 7 


38. 1 


15. 5 


4. 8 


13. 1 


Female 






















United 
























States 


1882 


100.0 


5 8 

-i * O 


1 4 




? 5 1 


^ n 


45 4 
ft D • ft 


1 1 
1 • 1 


n A 
u. 0 


1 1 H 

i j . r 


Region 
























1 


71 


100. 0 


8. 5 


1.4 


5. 6 


12. 7 


0. 0 


53. 5 


2. 8 


1.4 


14. 1 


2 


1344 


100. 0 


4. 8 


1.0 


3.6 


26. 2 


3. 4 


46. 7 


1.2 


. 3 


12. 7 


3 


79 


100. 0 


10. 1 


5. 1 


2.5 


20. 3 


3. 8 


44. 3 


1. 3 


2. 5 


10. 1 


4 


65 


100. 0 


7.7 


4.6 


6.2 


29.2 


4.6 


23. 1 


0. 0 


1. 5 


23. 1 


5 


172 


100. 0 


8. 1 


1.2 


5.2 


16. 3 


2. 3 


55.2 


1.2 


0. 0 


10. 5 


6 


20 


100. 0 


10. 0 


5.0 


5. 0 


30. 0 


0. 0 


25. 0 


0. 0 


0. 0 


25.0 


9 


111 


100.0 


5.4 


1. 8 


1. 8 


33. 3 


0. 0 


31.5 


0. 0 


1. 8 


24. 3 


SMSA 
























Chicago 


113 


100. 0 


2,7 


1.8 


3. 5 


8. 8 


3. 5 


69.9 


2. 7 




7. 1 


New 
























York 


1087 


100. 0 


4. 1 


1.2 


3. 1 


28. 7 


2. 7 


46. 7 


1.7 


. 1 


11.8 
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Table 5-C. Occupation of Cubans, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970 



Sex and 

area 


N 


All 


Prof. 


Mgr. 


Sales 


Cler. 


Crafts 


Oper. 


Lab. 


Farm 


Ser. 


Male 
























United 
























States 


1323 


100. 0 


11.3 


9. 1 


5.2 


10. 4 


18. 2 


26. 7 


4. 5 


0. 6 


14. 0 


Region 






















1 


28 


100. 0 


25. 0 


21. 4 


3. 6 


3. 6 


0.0 


25. 0 


3.6 


0. 0 


17.9 


2 


397 


100. 0 


Q 6 


7 ft 


A 7 


1U. 1 


13.9 


32. 2 


3. 5 


0. 0 


18. 7 


3 


39 


100. 0 


20. 5 


2. 6 


2. 6 


2. 6 


28.2 


28. 2 


7.7 


0. 0 


7. 7 


4 


613 


100. 0 


9. 1 


10. 1 


6. 5 


11.4 


21.9 


23. 8 


5. 7 


0. 5 


11.0 


5 


71 


100. 0 


16. 9 


9.9 


1.4 


15. 5 


18. 3 


28. 2 


0. 0 


0. 0 


9.9 


6 


25 


100. 0 


24. 0 


20. 0 


8. 0 


8. 0 


28.. 0 


4. 0 


4. 0 


0. 0 


4.0 


9 


129 


100. 0 


12. 4 


6. 2 


5.4 


9. 3 


14. 0 


28. 7 


3. 1 


3. 2 


17 .8 


SMSA 
























Chicago 


54 


10C 0 


9. 3 • 


5. 6 


5.6 


16. 7 


20. 4 


37. 0 


5.6 


_ _ _ 





Jersey 
























City 


101 


100. 0 


5. 0 


5. 0 


1.0 


12.9 


21.8 


41. 6 


4. 0 





8.9 


Los 






















Angeles 


107 


100. 0 


10. 3 


5. 6 


1.9 


13. 1 


20. 6 


30. 8 


6.5 




11.2 


Miami 


539 


100. 0 


10. 8 


7.8 


5. 0 


8. 2 


24. 7 


24. 1 


5. 8 


. 9 


12.6 


Newark 


39 


100. 0 


2. 6 


7. 7 





10. 3 


15. 4 


41. 1 


12. 8 




10. 3 


New 
























York 


240 


100. 0 


9.6 


8. 3 


3. 8 


15. 8 


17. 1 


15. 8 


3. 8 


_ _ _ 


25.8 


Female 






















United 
























States 


1193 


100. 0 


8. 3 


1. 2 


5. 1 


22. 5 


2. 3 


46. 5 


1.0 


0. 6 


12. 5 


Region 
























I 


23 


100. 0 


8 7 


vs. u 


A ^ 


J4. O 


U. U 


30. 4 


0. 0 


4. 4 


17.4 


2 


342 


100. 0 


9.4 


1.2 


3. 2 


23. 7 


2. 0 


49. 1 


0. 9 


0. 0 


10. 6 


3 


40 


100. 0 


12. 5 


0. 0 


5. 0 


27. 5 


0. 0 


30. 0 


0. 0 


0. 0 


25. 0 


4 


571 


100. 0 


5. 6 


1. 4 


6.8 


20. 0 


2. 8 


48. 7 


0. 7 


0. 7 


13. 3 


5 


74 


100. 0 


13. 5 


0. 0 


4. 1 


18. 9 


2. 7 


45. 9 


2. 7 


0. 0 


12.2 


• 9 


105 


100. 0 


10. 5 


1. 0 


3.8 


24. 8 


1. 9 


47. 6 


1.9 


0. 0 


8.6 


SMSA 
























Chicago 


55 


100. 0 








3. 6 


38. 2 


3. 6 


45. 5 





1/8.. 


7. 3 


Jer sey 
























City 


97 


100. 0 


9. 3 


1. 0 


6.2 


18. 6 


3. 1 


61.9 










Los 
























Angeles 


88 


100. 0 


2. 3 




4. 5 


20. 5 


2. 3 


60. 2 






10.2 


Miami 


515 


100. 0 


6.2 


1.6 


4. 5 


19- 8 


2. 3 


52. 3 


. 4 


. 8 


12. 3 


Newark 


39 


100. 0 


2. 6 




2. 6 


7. 7 


2. 6 


76. 9 






7. 7 


New York 


205 


100. 0 


10. 2 


1.5 


1.5 

fi-a 


29. 3 . 


2. 4 


37. 6 


1. 0 




16. 6 
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Table 5-D. Occupation of Indians, by Region, and Sex, 1970 



Sex and 

area N All Prof, Mgr. Sales Cler. Crafts Oper. Lab, Farm Ser. 



Male 
United 



States 


2690 


100. 0 


8. 7 


3. 8 


2. 2 


5. 1 


21.7 


23.0 


17. 2 


8. 8 


9. 3 


Region 
























1 


45 


1 00. 0 


If . o 


A 7 


9 9 


A A. 


11 1 


7. 1 1 
j 1 • 1 


11.1 


£ • £. 


X X • X 


2 


126 


1 00. 0 


1U. j 


A 1 


1 9 


1 C 1 
1 D . 1 


9 A A 




ft 7 


4 ft 


XX* X 


3 


79 


i on o 


1 9 7 


X.J 


7 5 


ft Q 
O • 7 


7 Q 1 


24 1 

£4 *I • A 


10 1 


3 8 


7. 6 


4 


246 


i on n 
1 uu • u 


i 


*t. 7 


1 6 
1 • U 


J* J 


7 ^ 7 


76 8 


11.4 


19 5 


4. 1 


5 


302 


1 00. 0 


•7 £ 

( • b 


Z. 0 


Z • 5 


( . 0 


1 7« 7 


9 1 9 

L J 1 L 


ID . 7 


1 n 

j. u 


Q A 
7« D 


6 


b38 


1 00. 0 


9. 4 


5. 0 


9 9 


D • J 


9 >i Q 
Z4. o 


9 1 1 
Z 1 . J 


1 7 1 


A Q 


Q 7 


7 


98 


100. 0 


O 1 

o. Z 


Z. 0 




L 1 

b. 1 


9 /f C 

Z 4 . b 


9 1 C 

L Ji J 


9 1 A 
L X • 4 


7 1 ' 


7 1 
f • X 


8 


279 


100. 0 


9. 3 


/I "7 

4. 7 


0. 4 


J. Z 


9 O O 

zz. z 


i 0 n 


1 c 1 
ID. 1 


1 o. U 


ft 1 
O.J 


9 


621 


100. 0 


8. 9 


i. 5 


j. 5 


1 c 

j • r> 


on l 
ZU. 1 


*3 1 c 

L J. J 


IO K 


7 1 


in 1 

1 U • j 


10 


256 


1 00. 0 


b . b 


b. b 


1 • Z 


i. 9 


1 C 9 
1 D . Z 


1 0 • U 


Z D . 0 


in A 

.1 U . D 


19 1 
x £ . 1 


Female 






















United 
























States 


2247 


1 uu. u 


Q A 


9 n 




9 9 9 


1 5 

X • 


7 1 6 

Lit U 


7 6 


^ 7 


^7 6 


Region 
























2 


91 


100. 0 


17. 6 


2. 2 


4. 4 


20. 9 


3. 3 


19. 8 


1. 1 


2. 2 


28. 6 


3 


77 


100. 0 


.16. 9 




3.9 


29. 9 




22. 1 




2. 6 


24. 7 


4 


220 


100. 0 


7. 7 


4. 1 


4. 5 


11.8 


2. 3 


37. 3 


0.9 


10. 9 


20. 4 


5 


255 


100. 0 


8. 6 


2. 4 


6. 3 


25. 1 


2. 0 


25. 5 


2.7 


2. 0 


25. 5 


6 


526 


100. 0 


10. 1 


1. 1 


5. 1 


19. 8 


1. 5 


21.7 


3.8 


1.2 


35.8 


7 


76 


100. 0 


5. 3 






30. 3 


5. 3 


13.2 


7.9 


1. 3 


36.8 


8 


233 


100. 0 


13. 3 


2. 6 


2. 6 


19. 3 


0.4 


12. 8 


2. 1 


4. 3 


42. 5 


9 


515 


100. 0 


6.4 


1.9 


5. 0 


26. 8 


0. 8 


17. 7 


1.6 


3. 3 


36. 5 


10 


217 


100. 0 


6.9 


2. 3 


4. 1 


23. 5 


1. 8 


10. 5 


3. 7 


7. 0 


29. 0 
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Tabic 5-E. Occupation of Japanese, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970 



Sox and 



area 


N 


All 


Prof. 


Mgr. 


Sales 


Cler. 


Crafts 


Oper . 


Lab* 


Farm 


Se r • 


Male 
























United 
























States 


2820 


100. 0 


22. 7 


10. 9 


5. 1 


9. 0 


21.4 


9.8 


9. 7 


4. 9 


6.6 


Region 
























2 


123 


100. 0 


35. 0 


18. 7 


9.8 


f«. 8 


12. 2 


3. 3 


3. 3 


. 8 


3. 3 


5 


178 


100. 0 


36. 0 


10. 7 


3.9 


10. 7 


18. 5 


10. 7 


4. 5 


. 6 


4. 5 


3 


66 


100. 0 


18. 2 


3. 0 


6. 1 


9. 1 


19. 7 


12.2 


9. 1 


16. 6 


6. 1 


9 


2164 


100. 0 


19. 5 


10. 9 


5. 0 


9. 1 


24. 1 


9.7 


10. 9 


4. 2 


6. 5 


10 


136 


100. 0 


24. 3 


12. 5 


4. 4 


6. 6 


8. 8 


13. 3 


7. 4 


13. 9 


8. 8 



SMSA 

Chicago 131 100.0 20.6 9.2 
Los 

Angeles 542 100.0 25.5 12.5 
Honolulu 1121 100.0 15.0 11.6 
New York 97 100.0 20.6 30.9 
San Fran- 
cisco 173 100.0 29.5 11.6 
San Jose., 97 100.0 33.0 9.3 
Seattle 68 100.0 27.9 16.2 

Female 
United 

States 3039 100.0 16.6 3.5 
Region 
2 



3 
4 
5 
8 
9 
10 



129 
70 
66 

185 
78 
2226 

1 58 



100. 0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100. 0 

ioo. 6 



SMSA 

Chicago 121 

Honolulu 1079 

Los 
Angeles 467 

New York 59 

San Fran- 
cisco 187 

San Jose 81 



Seattle 



71 



100. 0 
100. 0 

100. 0 
100. 0 

100. 0 
100. 0 

100. 0 



21.7 
17. 1 
9. 1 
23. 8 
15.4 
16. 3 
15. 8 



3i. 4 
J 5. 0 

16. 7 
33. 9 

16. 0 

17. 3 

19. 7 



. 6 
7 
5 
2 
3 
5 
1 



6. 6 
4. 0 

2. 8 
3.4 

2. 7 
8. 5 



6. 1 

8. 1 
5. 8 
13.4 



9.9 21.4 13.7 



4. 
6. 
5. 



7. 
11. 
12. 



9. 2 
12. 4 
8. 8 



13. 
31. 
5. 

12. 
12. 
17. 



7 
7 

2 

7 

4 
6 



8. 
10. 
6. 

9. 
14. 
10. 



. 3 
, 7 
2 

2 
5 
3 



3. 1 



16. 
5. 
3. 



12.7 
7. 2 
5. 9 



2.3 13.7 

2.6 5.7 
2.3 6.7 
8.2 

4.1 6.9 
5.2 

7.4 



5.9 


34. 5 


1.4 


14. 7 


- 8 


1.9 


20. 8 


6. 2 


41. 1 


.8 


16. 3 




. 8 


11.6 


5. 7 


27. 1 




17. 1 






27. 1 


3. 0 


25. 8 


3. 0 


28. 8 


3. 0 


3. 0 


22. 8 


3. 2 


29. 7 


1.6 


18. 4 


1. 1 


1. 1 


17. 9 


7. 7 


29. 5 




14. 1 


1.3 


2. 6 


28. 2 


6. 2 


36. 3 


1.3 


13. 0 


. 7 


2. 0 


20. 7 


5. 7 


25. 3 


3. 2 


16. 5 


1.9 


3. 1 


22. 8 


3. 3 


33. 9 


1.7 


16. 5 


. 8 


. 8 


5. 0 


9.4 


34. 1 


1.4 


11. 1 


. 5 


1. 5 


23. 0 


4. 3 


40. 9 


• 9 


16.7 


1. 7 


. 4 


15. 6 


5. 1 


39. 0 


1. 7 


3.4 






13. 6 


7. 0 


41.2 


1. 1 


8. 6 


1. 1 


2. 1 


20. 3 


4.9 


34. 6 


1. 2 


18. 5 




4. 9 


18. 5 


8. 5 


32. 4 


2. 8 


9.9 


1.4 


4. 2 


12.*7 
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Table 5-F. Occupation of Chinese, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970 



v '% Sex and 



""area 


N 


All 


Prof. 


Mgr. 


Sales 


Cler. 


Crafts 


Oper. 


Lab. 


Farm 


Ser. 


Male 
























United 
























States 


2422 


100. 0 


31. 7 


10. 8 


4. 0 


8.4 


8.4 


10. 6 


2.6 


. 7 


23.0 


Region 
























1 


95 


100. 0 


42. 1 


8.4 


2. 1 


2. 1 


4.2 


9. 5 


3. 2 




28.4 


z 


502 


100. 0 


28. 5 


8. 2 


4. 4 


7. 4 


5. 0 


14. 1 


1.2 


. 2 


31. 1 


3 


97 


100. 0 


47.4 


14.4 


1. 0 


4. 1 


7. 2 


3. 1 


2. 1 




20. 6 


4 


57 


100. 0 


47.4 


17. 5 


mm mm mm 


3. 5 


5. 3 


8. 8 


1.8 


1.8 


14. 0 


5 


216 


100. 0 


48. 6 


7.4 


2. 3 


3.2 


4. 2 


8. 8 


2. 8 




22. 7 


6 


62 


100. 0 


40. 3 


9. 7 


6. 5 


6. 5 


4. 8 


12. 9 






19.4 


9 


1244 


100. 0 


25. 9 


12.4 


4. 8 


11.2 


11.6 


10. 6 


3. 4 


1. 1 


19. 1 


10 


72 


100. 0 


26.4 


11. 1 


1.4 


9- 7 


5. 6 


8. 3 


2. 8 




34. 7 


SMSA 
























Boston 


80 


100. 0 


28.8 


15.0 





7. 5 


1. 3 


11. 3 


2.5 





33.8 


Chicago 


105 


100. 0 


34. 3 


5. 7 


4. 8 


5. 7 


8. 6 


3. 8 


1.0 




36.2 


Honolulu 


268 


100. 0 


22. 8 


14. 2 


4. 9 


11.6 


20. 9 


7. 5 


3. 4 


. 4 


14. 6 


Los 


















1 






Angeles 


239 


100. 0 


38. 1 


10. 9 


5.4 


8.8 


5.4 


10. 5 


3. 3 




17. 6 


New York 424 


100. 0 


18.9 


8. 7 


4.2 


7. 5 


3. 8 


18. 9 


1.2 


. 2 


36.6 


San Fran- 
























cisco 


486 


100. 0 


17. 7 


11.7 


7. 6 


12. 1 


9- 7 


10. 9 


2. 7 


. 4 


27. 1 


Female 






















United 
























States 


1765 


100. 0 


22. 7 


3. 5 


4. 5 


31.2 


1. 6 


21.4 


. 7 


. 6 


13. 8 


Region 
























1 


53 


100. 0 


28. 3 


1.9 


1.9 


30. 2 




34. 0 






3.8 


2 


309 


100. 0 


19.4 


5. 5 


2. 6 


25.9 


1. 3 


36. 6 


.6 




8.0 


3 


92 


100. 0 


33. 7 


3. 3 


2. 2 


31. 5 


2. 2 


13. 0 






14. 1 


5 . 


150 


100. 0 


44. 7 


1.3 


4.7 


19. 3 


. 7 


17. 3 


1. 3 




10. 7 


9 


1008 


100. 0 


17. 8 


3. 0 


5.2 


35.4 


2. 0 


19. 1 


.8 


1. 1 


15. 7 


SMSA 
























Boston 


55 


100. 0 


19. 6 


1.8 


1.8 


28. 6 




33. 9 








14. 3 


Chicago 


59 


100. 0 


27. 1 






25.4 


1. 7 


33. 9 






11.9 


Honolulu 


229 


100. 0 


22. 3 


4. 8 


4.4 


41. 0 


1. 3 


7.9 


1. 7 


.9 


15. 7 


Los 
























Angeles 


160 


100. 0 


25.0 


3.8 


6. 3 


26.9 




28. 1 


. 6 




9.4 


New York 268 


100. 0 


13.8 


2. 6 


2.2 


28. 7 


. 7 


44. 8 


.4 




6. 7 


San Fran- 
























cisco 


402 


100. 0 


13. 7 


2. 7 


5.2 


38. 8 


1.0 


24. 9 


. 5 


.2 


12.9 
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Table 5-G. Occupation of Filipinos, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970 



Sex and 

area N All Prof, Mgr. gales Cler. Crafts Oper. Lab, Farm Ser. 



Male 
United 



States 


1480 


100. 0 


18. 6 


2.9 


2. 1 


9. 2 


14. 1 


16.2 


6. 9 


10. 5 


19. 1 


Region 
























Z 


o o 

88 


1 00. 0 


44. 3 


9. 1 




10. 2 


9. 1 


9. 1 


2.3 


1. 1 


14. 8 


3 


60 


100. 0 


58. 3 


1.7 


3. 3 


13. 3 


5. 0 


5. 0 


1.7 




11.7 


5 


102 


100. 0 


51.0 


1.0 


4. 9 


14. 7 


5. 9 


12. 7 


2. 0 




7. 8 


9 


1088 


100. 0 


9.7 


2. 7 


2. 1 


8. 4 


16. 3 


17.9 


8.2 


13. 6 


21.3 


10 


66 


100. 0 


18.2 


4/5 




6. 1 


13. 6 


19.7 


9. 1 


7. 5 


2 .2 


SMSA 
























Honolulu 


464 


100. 0 


4. 1 


2.8 


1.5 


4. 1 


26. 5 


22.2 


12. 1 


14. 9 


11.9 


Los 
























Angeles 


146 


100. 0 


23. 3 


2. 1 


2. 1 


22. 6 


12. 3 


11.6 


6.2 





19.9 


San Fran- 
























cisco 


204 


100. 0 


14. 7 


4.4 


1. 5 


20. 1 


12. 7 


9. 8 


4. 9 


2. 5 


29. 4 


Female 
























United 
























States 


1306 


100. 0 


29. 5 


1. 1 


5. 1 


26. 7 


.8 


12. 8 


. 9 


2.9 


20.4 


Region 
























2 


126 


100. 0 


55. 6 


.8 


. 8 


27. 8 




4.0 


.8 




10.4 


3 


108 


100. 0 


54. 6 




.9 


22. 2 


1.9 


8. 3 


.9 




11.2 


5 


140 


100. 0 


57. 1 


1.4 


1.4 


20. 7 


.7 


2.9 




. 7 


15. 0 


9 


755 


100. 0 


16.2 


1.2 


6.9 


29. 7 


. 8 


16. 5 


2.6 


23. 8 




10 


62 


100. 0 


11.3 


4.8 


1.6 


25. 8 




25. 8 


1.6 


1.8 


22. 6 


SMSA 
























Chicago 


119 


100. 0 


68. 1 


2. 5 


1.7 


21.0 




3.4 


1.7 




1.7 


Honolulu 


283 


100. 0 


8. 1 


1. 1 


6.7 


22. 6 


.7 


23. 7 


1. 1 


6.4 


30. 0 


Los 
























Angeles 


140 


100. 0 


29. 3 


2.9 


7. 1 


30. 7 


. 7 








14. 3 


San Fran- 
























cisco 


198 


100. 0 


18,2 


3.0 


1. 5 


46. 0 


2.0 








23.2 
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Table 5-H, Occupation ci Blacks by Region SMSA and Sex, 1970 



Sex and 
area 



No. 



Pot. Prof. Mgr. Sales Cler. Crafts Qper. Lab. Farm Ser. 



Male 
United 

State* 
Region 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

9 



3880 100.0 



64 
510 
583 
1132 
734 
467 
104 
261 



100. 0 
IOC. 0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100. 0 



SMSA 
Chicago 211 100.0 
Detroit 157 100.0 
Los 

Angeles 136 100.0 
Newark 80 100. 0 
New 

York 305 100. 0 
Philadel- 
phia 164 100.0 
San Fran- 
cisco 62 100.0 
Wash., 
D. C. 147 100.0 

Female 
United 

States 4011 
Region 

1 



2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
9 

SMSA 

Chicago 
Dallas 



82 
504 
626 
1154 
701 
508 
130 
275 



239 
58 



100. 0 

100. 0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 



100. 0 
100. 0 



5.4 

12. 5 
7. 3 
6.7 
4.4 

5. 3 
3.4 
3.3 

6. 1 



5. 7 
6.4 

8.8 
5.0 

4. 3 

3.0 

3.2 

7. 5 



9. 3 

11.0 
8. 7 

U. 3 
9.4 

7. 8 
9.8 
6. 2 

8. 4 



11. 3 
1.7 



2. 5 



2.7 
2.6 
1.7 

2. 7 
1.9 

3. i 
5. 7 



3. 3 
3.2 

4.4 

5. 0 

4. 6 
2.4 
9. 7 

6. 1 

1.2 

2.4 
1.2 
1.9 

. 5 
1. 3 

.4 
4. 6 
1.8 



.8 
3.4 



2. 0 



7.6 16.0 30. 5 17.0 4.9 14.3 





14 1 


£ D • U 


2o. c 


12. 5 




7. 8 


3. 3 


12.4 


15= 3 


32. 5 


11.4 


.6 


14. 5 


1.2 


.10. 5 


16. 3 


26. 5 


17. 5 


3. 1 


15.6 


1.?.. 


3.6 


14. 0 


28. 7 


20. 6 


11,6 


14. 1 


2. 7 


9. 1 


16.8 


36. £ 


*4. 3 


.6 


12. 0 


2.4 


3. 9 


Ilk 3 






A n 
4. / 


13.9 


1.9 


9.6 


9.6 


28c 3 


15.4 


4.8 


22. 1 


1.5 


8.4 


21.8 


25. 3 


14. 2 


1. 1 


15. 7 


2.4 


8. 5 


16.6 


34. 6 


13. 3 


. 5 


15.2 


1.3 


4. 5 


19. 1 


45. 8 


6.4 




13. 3 


3.7 


7.4 


19. 9 


24. 3 


14. 0 




17. 6 


2. 5 


11. 3 


11.3 


36. 3 


13.8 


1. 3 


13. 8 


5.2 


15. 4 


18.4 


23. 9 . 


8.9 




19- 3 


3. 0 


7.9 


19. 5 


31. 7 


15. 2 


. 6 


16. 5 



1.6 11.3 22.6 19.3 17.7 
1-4 13.6 17.0 18.3 11.6 



2.1 17.3 



2. 4 

2. 8 
1.6 
1.2 

3. 7 
2.4 
1. 5 
1.5 



6. 3 
3.4 



1.3 19.5 



35. 4 
27.2 
20. 1 

6. 8 
24. 7 

8. 1 
20. 0 
27. 3 



30. 5 
12. 1 



1.2 
2. 0 

. 8 
1.2 
1.9 
1. 0 
1. 5 

. 7 



2. 5 



19.5 
22.0 

18. 8 
21.0 
20.8 
14.4 
16. 9 

19. 3 



25. 1 
24. 1 



1.9 



1.4 
1.4 

2. 5 
1.9 
1.6 

3. 1 
1.8 



2. 1 
1. 7 



1.6 12.9 



.7 23.8 



3.2 44.2 



. 8 

1. 1 
8. 6 

.4 

2. 6 



28. 1 
33. 9 
42.8 
48. 9 
37. 5 
59. 9 



1.6 44.6 
• 7 38.5 



.4 20.9 
1.7 51.7 
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Table 5-H. Continued 



Detroit 124 100.0 10.5 — 4,0 18. 5 3.2 23.4 1.6 --- 38.7 
Los 

Angeles 143 100.0 11.2 ' 1.4 2.8 24. 5 2.1 23.8 .7 .7 32.9 

Newark 83 100.0 4. 8 1.2 1.2 27. 7 2.4 33.7 1.2 1.2 26.6 
New 

York 352 100.0 9.7 2. 3 2.6 28. 1 1. 1 17.3 .6 — .- 38.3 

Philadel- 
phia 168 100.0 10. 1 1.2 2.4 26.8 . 6 20.8 .6 .6 36.9 

San Fran- 
cisco 52 100.0 13.5 3.8 28.8 1.9 7.7 44.2 

Wash. , 

D.C. 154 100.0 11.0 1.9 3.2 37.0 1.9 5.1 .6 .6 38.3 



{■■ 
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Table 6-A. Mean Occupation Scores, Mexicans, by Region, SMSA, 
Sex c*nd Age, 1970 



Male Female 
20-34 35~49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64 



United States 


33 


34 


30 


21 


19 


16 


Region 














c 


A A 

44 


39 




32 


23 




3 


4.7 




41 


30 


35 


- - 


4 


28 


ACi 




2 3 


18 


■ — 


5 


32 


3 ^ 


7 1 


25 


25 


13 


6 


34 


J 3 




20 


18 


15 


7 


7Q 

J7 


JO 


32 


20 


20 




8 


3? 


jj 


29 


23 


16 


18 


9 


7? 




30 


21 


19 


17 


10 


Li J 




24 


17 


16 


- - • 


SMSA 














AlbuQ iiero tie 


3ft 


*xO 




28 


~ « « 


- - • 


AnaReim 

* *^ Jill i 




7Q 
JO 


O Q 


23 


23 


15 


B r own s vi 11 


3n 


oo 
J£ 


26 


21 


18 


16 






1 7 


30 


25 


23 


26 


CorDus C!Hrisfi 

v vi ^UO VU1 JLOLL 






30 


20 


17 


12 


Dallas 


3 1 


7 £ 


1A 
j4 


22 


19 


13 


D enve r 


7A 
.30 


35 




22 


19 





Detroit 


3 5 


4U 


33 


23 


21 





El Paso 


36 




37 


20 


17 


14 


Fresno 


?6 


£ I 


2 1 


16 


12 


7 


Houston 




7A 




24 


19 


16 


Laredo 


29 


33 


7 7 
£ r 




20 


28 


Los Angeles 


34 


35 


33 






19 


New York 


41 


33 


37 


36 


27 


Oxnard 


30 


32 


27> 


20 


12 




Phoenix 


31 


33 


29 


19 


16 


22 


Sacramento 


31 


35 


33 


17 


22 




San Antonio 


38 


37 


34 


23 


20 


20 


San Bernardino 


33 


30 


29 


22 


17 


19 


San Diego 


32 


34 


31 


24 


17~ 


14 


San Francisco 


32 


34 


30 


24 


26 


20 


San Jose 


35 


37 


35 


23 


19 


12 


Tucson 


34 


35 


30 


19 


23 
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Table 6-B. Mean Occupation Scores, Puerto Ricans, by Region, SMSA, 
Sex and Age, 1970 



Area 


20- 34 


Male 
35-49 


50- 64 


20-34 


35-49 


50-64 


United States 


• 32 


.31 


. 28 


.24 


.22 


.20 


Region 














1 


30 


36 






77 




2 


. 32 


. 31 


28 


2 3 


20 


19 


3 


. 30 


• 26 


• 34 


. 21 


. 23 


. 26 


4 


. 33 


. 34 


. 29 


. 19 


. 36 ' 


. 15 


5 


. 31 


30 




28 


? 3 




9 

7 


. 40 


• 32 


34 


24 


. 22 


. 26 


SMSA 
















• j i 


• j l 




• £ c 






Jersey City 


• 29 


.26 


. 25 


.21 


. 15 




Los Angeles 


. 38 


. 33 




. 31 


. 20 




Miami 


.26 


.26 




. 28 


.22 




Newark 


. 32 


. 32 




. 23 


. 17 




New York 


. 32 


.31 


. 26 


.23 


. 20 


. 18 


Philadelphia 


. 32 


. 32 


.36 


. 16 


. 24 




San Francisco 


. 38 


.40 




.28 
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Table 6-C. Mean Occupation Scores, Cubans, by Region, SMSA, Sex and 
Age, 1970 



Area 


20-34 


Male 
35-49 


50-64 


20-34 


Female 
35-49 


50-64 


United States 


.40 


. 38 


. 36 


.24 


.23 


. 18 


Region 














1 


. JO 


AA 




. 27 


. 20 




2 


. 37 


. 34 


. 34 


. 25 


. 24 


. 18 


3 


. 53 


.41 





.25 


. 28 




4 


.40 


. 38 


. 36 


.23 


. 20 


. 17 


5 


.43 


. 39 


.44 


. 26 


. 28 


. 26 


6 


. 


. 58 








— _ «■ 




9 


.40 


. 35 


. 28 


.24 


. 27 


. 23 


. SMSA 














Chicago 


.40 


.41 


.37 


. 26 


.23 


. 20 


Jersey City 


. 32 


. 34 


. 28 


.26 


.23 


. 14 


Los Angeles 


.40 


. 38 


. 30 


. 22 


.21 




Miami 


. 38 


. 38 


. 35 


. 23 


. 19 


. 19 


Newark 


. 33 


. 34 


. 33 


.23 


. 23 




New York 


.40 


. 34 


. 32 • 


. 25 


.29 


. 17 



Philadelphia 
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Table 6-D. Mean Occupation Scores, Indians, by Region, Sex and Age, 1970 







Male 






Female 




Area 


20- 34 


35-49 


50-64 


20-34 


35-49 


50-64 


United States 


. 35 


. 35 


. 33 


. 23 


.22 


.23 


Region 














i 
i 


. 4Z 


. 44 


. 28 


.28 


. 26 





L 


. 3d 


• 40 


. 34 


. 30 


. 28 


. 22 


J 


A O 


. 38 


. 36 


.26 


. 32 


.25 




. 36 


. 32 


. 30 


. 22 


. 19 


.26 


5 


. 36 


. 35 


. 34 


.25 


.25 


.22 


6 


. 36 


. 35 


. 32 


.21 


.22 


.25 


7 


. 36 


. 35 


. 32 


.22 


. 20 


.20 


8 


. 35 


. 34 


. 34 


.27 


.21 


.20 


9 


. 34 


. 34 


. 34 


.21 


. 20 


.21 


10 


. 32 


. 34 


. 34 


.22 


.22 


. 25 
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Table 6-E. Mean Occupation Scores, Japanese, by Regions, SMSA, Age 
and Sex, 1970 



Male Female 

Area 20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64 

United States .49 .49 .41 .35 .27 .25 
Region 

1 - — „ . 33* . 30* 

2 .60 .55^ .44 .34 .29 . 38' 

3 --- .65 --- .40* .24 

4 --- — .24* .21 — # 

5 .57 .58 .48 .39* .28 .30" 

6 --- --- --- .28 .19 

7 — --- ... --. .24* 
. 8 .34 .48 --- .32 .27 

9 .47 .48 .39 .35 .28 .24 

10 .49 .49 .43 .36 .24 .27* 

SMSA 

Boston 

Chicago .52 .44 .37 .46 . 39 . 34* 

Honolulu .46 .47 .42 ,32 .30 .22 

Los Angeles .49 .52 .35 .36 .24 .29 

New York .50 .50 .45 

San Francisco .46 .52 .41 .35 .27 .22* 

San Jose .53 .52 .42* .41 .24 

Seattle .46* . 57 .44 .52* .26 
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Table 6-G. Mean Occupation Scores, Filipinos, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex, 
1970 



Male Female 

Area 20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 5 0-64 

United States 44 46 24 36 30 28 

Region * * 

2 61 61 31 48 43 

3 66 68* --- 47 33 
5 62 68 33* 48 45 

9 37 39 23 28 27 24 

10 46 50'' 24* 27 19* 

SMSA 

Chicago 64 64 46- 43 

Honolulu 34 36 24 24 22 19 

Los Angeles 44 45 25* 37 33 

New York 58 --- 34 49 --- --- 

San Francisco 36 44 29 30 32 31 ' 

Seattle 39* --- 26* 



( 
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Table 6-F. Mean Occupation Scores, Chinese, by Region, SMSA, Age 
and Sex, 1970 







J. Vict J. c 






Female 




Area 


20- 34 




jU- 04 


2U- 34 


35-49 


n r\ La 

50-64 


UiiLlcu uldlcb 






• 35 


. 36 


. 28 


. 24 


Reg ion 
1 


53 


* 

40 


* 

9 7 


1 Q 
• JO 


* 

. 30 


m — — 


2 


4R 


5A 


9 7 


• 32 


• Zo 


• 20 


3 


. 58 










, 42 


4 


. 53 


.60* 




. 40* 






5 


. 58 


•50* 


. 35 


.47 


.42 


. 35 


6 


• 53 


. 44 










7 








. 51 






8 


. 51 












9 


.45 


.48 


. 37.,. 


. 34 


.26 


. 23 


10 


. 38' 


.46* 


. 28* 


.39* 







SMSA 



Boston 


.48 


.34* 


* 

.29 


. 27 






Chicago 


. 58 


. 32 


.26* 


. 35 






Honolulu 


.48 


. 51 


.49 


. 36 


. 33 


. 33 


Los Angeles 


. 60 


.44 


. 38 


. 40 


. 25 


. 19* 


New York 


. 38 


. 28 


. 24 


. 30 


. 19 


. 16 


San Francisco 


.41 


.42 
.63* 


.29 


. 32 


. 25 


. 13 


San Jose 






. 35* . . 






Wash. , D. C. 


.65 






.47* 
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Table 6-H. Mean Occupation Scores of Blacks by Region, SMSA, Age 
and Sex, 1970 



9 

ERJCI 



Area 



20-34 



Male 
35-4? 



50-64 



20-34 



Female 
35-49 



50-64 



United States 
Region 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
9 



33 

38' 

35 

33 

30 

34 

32 

30 

37 



33 

39 51 

34 

33 

30 

34 

33 

34 

37 



29 



30 
32 
26 
32 
28 
28 
30 



.23 

29 
. 24 
26 
19 
24 
20 
26 
28 



. 20 

.27" 
. 23 
. 22 
. 17 
. 20 
. 16 
. 20 
.21 



16 



.21 
. 15 
. 13 
. 20 
. 15 
. 16* 
. 16 



SMSA 
Chicago 
Dallas 
Detroit 
Los Angeles 
Miami 
Newark 
New York 
Philadelphia 
San Francisco 
Wash. , D. C. 



. 35 
.32* 
. 31 
, 36 

30 
36 
29 

40 :1 
35 



. 34 

. 36 
. 35 

. 34* 
, 33 
, 30 

36* 

40 



. 33 

, 35 
.34* 

31 
28 
30 

30' ; 
32 



. 28 
.17' 
, 25 
, 28 

, 28 
26 
25 
28 
28 



. 26 

19 

23 

13* 

20 

23 

22 

21 



. 2 3 
. 16 
.21 

. !3'' 

. 15* 
. 15 
. 19 

. 22 
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Table 7-A. Mean Occupation. Scores, Mexicans, by Region, SMSA* Sex 
and Education r I? 70 



Area 



SMSA 
Albuquerque 
Anaheim 
Brownsville 
Chicago 
Corpus Chrieti 
Dallas 
Denver 
Detroit 
El Paso 
Fresno 
Houston 
Laredo 
Los Angeles 
New York 
Oxnard 
Phoenix 
Sacra-nento 
San Antonio 
San Bernardino 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
San Jose 
T ucson 



Male 

Le9Q than H.S. 
FLS. 12 



Female 

College Less A:>n H.S, College 



United States 
Region 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
iO 



29 

■ 30 . 

32 " 

23 

31 

30 

33 

28 

28 

21 



.28 
. 30 
.27 
. 32 
. 31 
. 31 
. 33 
, 32 
. 33 
. 20 
. 32 
.25 
. 30 
.29 
.25 
.28 
. 31 
. 34 
.26 
.27 
.29 
. 32 
. 30 



* 



37 
38 
35 
40 
34 
36 
33 
36 
35 



12 


1 or more 


H.S, 12 


1? 


1 or more 


. 37 


. 51 


. so 


.23 


. 37 








.23 
. 14 


.25 













. 37 


. 45 


. 21 


. 26 


. 42 


. 40 


. 54 


1 A 

. 14 


f.4 


.41 


. 38 






. 20 


-««""- 


. 31 


"el* 
. 51 




. 24 




. 36 


. 48 


• 


. 22 
. 15 


. 33 


«~ M — 

. 37 


* 

. 51 


. 18 


. 23 
. 24 


* 

. 35 


. 35 


. 57 
. 53 


. 13 


. 26 


CO* 

. 52 
. 31 


. 39 


. 23 




.40 


.46* 


. 14 


.26* 




.36* 




. 18 






.36* 
.36* 




• I 8 * 

* 

.20 


* 

. 28 

# 

.27 




• 43 * 


. 52* 


. 14 


.20 


. 50* 


.28 


# 


. 11 


* 

. 17 


* 


. 36 


. 51 


. 18 


.25 


. 37 
.48 


. 39 


. 53 


. 15 


. 25 


. 35 


. 51 


. 18 


.24 


.36 



. 55 
. 48 
.44* 
.44, 
. 54 
.45 



* 



13 
15 
14 
16 
15 
16 
19 
17 
17 



, 22 
.24 
.22* 
.26 
.21 
,27 
23 
,26 
,22 



* 



46 

, 36 

41 



* 
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Table 7-B. Mean Occupation Scores, Puerto Ricans, by Region, 
SMS A, Sex and Education, 1970 



Area 



United States 
Region 
1 

2 
3 

4- 
5 
6 
9 

SMS A 
Chicago 
Jersey City 
Los Angeles 
Miami 
Newark 
New York 
Philadelphia 



Male 

Less than H. S. 
H.S. 12 12 



. 28 

. 30 

, 28 
,26 
,28 
29 

29 



, 28 
, 24 
, 30 
17 
32 
28 
28 



. 35 

. 34 
. 35 
. 34 
. 40 
. 36 

.41 



36 
36 
38 



35 
34 



College 
1 or more 



. 51 

. 51 

. 36 
. 52 

. 47 



Leas than 
H. f>. 12 



Female 
H.S. 
12 



50 



. 18 

,21 
. 18 
. 12 
. 15 
.24 
. 21 
. 17 



21 
17 
22 
11 
19 
18 
19 



. 25 

, 21 
, 25 
30 
30 
26 

24 



22 

19 
34 
25 

24 



College 
1 or more 



.44 

.42 
.43 

. 50 

.48 



32 
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Table 7-C. Mean Occupation Scores, Cubans, by Region, SMSA, Sex 
and Education, 1970 



ERIC 



Male Female 
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College 
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or mo re 

United States .30 .36 .52 .16 .23 .34 
Region 

1 .27 --- . 53 --- .21 

2 .28 .34 .54 .17 .22 .42 

3 .27 .34 .62 .12 .24 .37 

4 .32 .37 .51 .15 .23 .28 

5 .31 .39 .58 .21 .21 .44 

6 --- --- .67 

9 .28 .40 .40 .19 .23 .33 
SMSA 

Chicago .30 .52 .22 . 26 .24 

Jersey City .28 .34 .50 .18 .27 

Los Angeles .30 .37 .43 .14 .19 -28 

Miami .31 .37 .51 .14 .20 .34 

Newark .32 .37 .22 

New York .28 .34 .56 .16 .26 .43 
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Table 7-D. Mean Occupation Scores, Indians, by Regions, Sex and 
Education, 1970 



Male Female 
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College 

H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S, 12 12 1 or more 



United States .30 .35 

Region 



1 


. 30 




2 


, 32 


. 40 


3 


"50 


. 39 


4 


. 30 


. 36 


5 


. 30 


. 37 


6 


. 30 


. 36 


7 


. 27 


. 34 


8 


. 30 


. 34 


9 


.29 ' 


. 34 


10 


.31 


. 32 



. 50 


. 17 


. 23 


. 38 


. 56 


. 10 


. 25 




.46 


. 19 


. 26 


. 50 


. 59 


19 


.26 


. 57 


. 50 


. 16 


. 26 


. 40 


. 52 


. 20 


.23 


. 40 


.49 


. 16 


. 22 


.41 


. 54 .. 


. 17 


. 25 


. 20 


. 50 


. 19 


. 26 


• 39 


.48 


. 17 


. 20 


. 34 


.42 


. 18 


. 24 


. 30 
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Table 7-E. Mean Occupation Scores, Japanese, by Region, SMSA, Education 
and Sex, 1970 



Area 



United States 

' f on 



5 
6 
8 
9 
10 

SMSA 
Chicago 
Honolulu 
Los Angeles 
New York 
San Francisco 
San Jose 
Seattle 



Male 

Less than H.S. 
H.S. 12 12 



.33 



, 34 
, 37 
, 30 

29 



* 



College 
1 or more 



Female 
Less than H. S. 
H.S. 12 12 



.40 



. 37 
.43 

.38* 
. 37 

43 

40* 



. 58 



. 16 



, 53 
, 56 
, 57 
57 
56 
59 
59 



17 
12 



25 





.42* 






. 24 






. 65 
.76* 


. 18 

* 

. 15 


.24 

* 

. 23. 
. 17 


.44 

.48; 


* 




.66* 


.16* 


. 38 


.34 


.43 


.67 

.72* 


.19" 


.25 


.44. 








.21* 


.29' 




.38* 


.44 




• 19 


.40 


.33 


.41 


. 56 


. 16 


. 25 


.43 




. 37 


. 57 


. 12* 


. 25 


.41 



.26 
.24 
. 26 
24 
22 
27 



* 



College 
1 or mor e 

.42 



. 53 
.44 
.42 
. 51 
.41 
.42 
.46 
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Table 7-F. Mean Occupation Scores, Chinese, by Region, SMSA, Education 
and Sex, 1970 



Ui.xid tates .21 .34 .61 .13 .28 .46 

Re g iou * * * 

1 .18 .25 .70 .12 --- .49 

2 .15^ .27 .65 .11, .28 .46 

3 .24 --- .68 .15 .31 .53 

4 .30' — # .71 --- — .50* 

5 .18 .27' .66 .20 .23'' .56 

6 — — .59 --- — .43* 

7 --- --- .61 --- --- .60' 

8 --- --- .63 

9 .26 .37 .57 .13 .27 .42 
10 .18" --- .52 --- '— .39* 

SMSA 

Boston .17 --- .57 .07* --- .40 

Chicago .18 --- .63 .13* --- .47 

Honolulu .34 .46 .60 .17 .28 .51 

Los Angeles .24 .31 .65 .10 .24 .46 

New York .16 .25 .56 . 10 .23 .41 

San Francisco .20 . 35 . 52 .12 . 26 .37 

San Jose .60 .40* 

Wash., D.C. .69 .5 * 
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Table 7-G. Mean Occupation Scores, Filipinos, by Region, SMSA, Education 
and Sex, 1970 



Area 


Less thctJa 
H.S. 12 


*, 

H.S. 
12 


College 
lor more 


Less 
H.S. 


than 
12 


Female 
H.S. 
12 


College 
1 or more 


united otates 
Region 

2 

3 

5 

9 
10 


27 

24 
22 


33 


00 

70 
71 

66 
46 
62* 


1 o 
1 O 

23 

23 
17 




22 

22 

21 


A A 

44 

53 
52 
53 
36 
31 


SMSA 
Chicago 
Honolulu 
Los Angeles 
New York 
San Francisco 
Seattle 


26 

22^ 

* 

33 
24 
25* 


59 
37 
30 

28 


65 
41 
49 
60 
45 


16 
20* 

22 




22, 

* 

21 
23 


48 
33 
41 
54 
37 
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Table 7-H. Mean Occupation Scores of Blacks, by Region, SMSA, Education 
and Sex, 1970 



Area 



Male Female 
Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College 
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more 



United States 
Region 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
9 



.28 

.34* 

.28 

.29 

.26 

. 30 

.28 

.26 

.28 



. 33 

. 36* 
. 34 
. 34 
. 30 
. 33 
. 33 
.29 
. 36 



49 



. 52 
49 

, 51 
47 
56 

45 



* 



. 12 

. 17 
. 15 
. 13 
. 10 
. 15 
. 11 
. 15 
. 15 



.22 

.28 
.26 
.23 
. 18 
.22 
. 16 
. 21 
.23 



46 



.43 
48 
56 
41 
47 
46' 
38 



SMSA 
Chicago 
Dallas 
Detroit 
Los Angeles 
Miami 
Newark 
New York 
Philadelphia 
San Francisco 
Wash. , D. C. 



. 30 
.28* 
. 30 
.29 

mm >!C 

.27 

.29 

.28 

.28 

.32* 

.29 



. 33 

, 32 
, 34 

32 
36 
32 
36 
36 



* 



. 51 
44 



48 

41 

56* 



. 19 
. 10 
. 13 
. 15 
. 08 
. 17 
. 15 
. 16 
. 13 
. 14 



.25 

.27 
, 22 

"ii" 

, 24 
23 

27 



.* 



44 

40 

38 



38 

35 
41 



* 
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Table 8-A. Occupational Mobility of Mexicans, by Region, SMSA and 
Sex, 1965-70 



Proportion Proportion of movers 
Area mobile upwardly mobile 
Male Female Male Female 



United States 


. 38 


. 38 


. 59 


. 51 


15 per i nn 




38* 

• JO 






2 


32 

• J L* 






3 


2Q 


44* 






4 


4? 


46* 

• *±U 


'11* 




5 


4? 


44 


An 


A A 
• 00 


6 


^ft 

• JO 


^ft 

• JO 






7 


. J*x 


• JO 


A 1 
• 0 1 


PA 

• 50* 


Q 
o 


• j j 


41 




• 3d 


Q 

7 


^ft 
• JO 


77 


An 


• 52 


10 


. 43 


28* 

• Ld O 


• jO 




SMSA 










Albuque rque 


. 31 








Anaheim 


38 


45 


Aft 

• O O 


Aft 


R Town <? v 1 1 1 p 


4.0 




. JO 




Gh icaeo 


. 43 


38 

• JO 


AT 




Corpus Cliristi 


. 39 

• j / 


. 31 


50 




Dallas 


. 44 


46 


• D f 


• Jo 


Denver 


. 50 


30* 

• J \y 


cc 
• JJ 




Detroit 


. 46 


26* 


68* 

i DO 




El Paso 


35 
• j j 


. J 


• DO 


• DC 


F re <s no 


• j j 


44 




• JO 


T-Tn n fnn 

X X w u »j L. Vw/ a a 


44 

• £"X 


41 

• *x x 






JL-iCL X cuu 


• J ( 


^A 

• J 0 


. 5 f 


. 43 


Los Angeles 


. 38 


. 35 


. 56 


. 57 


New York 


. 36 








Oxnard 


. 32 


. 32 


"58* 




Phoenix 


.42 


. 53 


. 73 


. 54 


Sacramento 


. 39 


. 22* 


= 62* 




San Antonio 


. 38 


. 34 


. 56 


. 51 


San Bernardino 


. 39 


. 30 


. 57 


. 48* 


San Diego 


. 40 


. 28 


.65 


.31* 


San Francisco 


. 41 


. 38 


.5, 


.40 


San Jose 


. 44 


.45 


•69, 


.38* 


Tucson 


. 38 


.44 


.67 





Table 8-B. Occupational Mobility of Puerto Ricans, by Region, SMiA and 
Sex, 1965-70 



ERIC 



Area 



United States 
Region 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
9 



Proportion 
mobile 
Male Female 



40 

63 
39 
37 
39 
42 
44 



, 35 

, 48 
32 
40 
43 
44 
48 



Proportion of movers 
upwardly mobile 
Male Female 



. 57 

. 62 
. 54 
.64 
.91 
.60 
. 60 



* 



49 



.48, 
. 39 

.46 

.55* 



SMSA 
Chicago 
Jersey City 
Los Angeles 
Miami 
Newark 
New York 
Philadelphia 
San Francisco 



. 51 
. 32 
. 38 
.41' 
. 32 
. 38 
. 47 
.56' : 



40 

>! 

35 

>; 

19, 

> 

35 

30 

3l' : 



52 < 
43 



. 54 
.67* 



.24 



46 



93 



Table 8-C. Occupational Mobility of Cubans, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 
1965-70 



Area 



United States 
Region 
1 
2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
9 

SMSA 
Chicago 
Jersey City 
Los Angeles 
Miami 
Newark 
New York 



Proportion 
mobile 
Male Female 



. 52 

. 55 
.47 
. 26 
. 54 
.66 
. 60 
. 60 



* 



, 56 
. 59 

, rO 
33* 
43 



• 39 

. 38 
.29" 
. 37 
. 48* 

. 40 



. 47 
.47 
. 51 
. 35 

. 35 



Proportion of movers 
upwardly mobile 
Male Female 



52 



48 



. 56 
.43 

• 49 



.46 
. 51 
. 54 
. 56 

. 52 



* 



.48 

. 54 
.41 



.67 



* 



. 52 
.45 
• 59 

.43 



* 
* 
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Table 8-D. Occupational Mobility of Indians by Region and Sex, 1965-70 



Area 



Proportion 
mobile 
Male Female 



Proportion of movers 
upwardly mobile 



United States 


. 44 


.43 


. 59 


. 49 


Region 








1 


. 31* 





_ — _ 




2 


.25 


.35* 






3 


. 33 


.25* 






4 


.28 


. 51 


~52* 




5 


.44 


.47 


.61 


. 58 


6 


.47 


. 45 


.65 


. 60 


7 


. 59 




• .55* 




8 


.49 


.49 


. 68 


.58* 


9 


.46 


.43 


. 50 


. 39 


10 


. 54 


• 39 


. 58 



Table 8-E. Occupational Mobility of Japanese, by Regions, SMSA and 
Sex, 1965-70 



Area 



United States 
Region 

2 

3 

5 

8 

9 
10 



Proportion 
mobile 
Male Female 



, 30 

,42 

29 
35 =: 

2.) 
31 



. 33 



. 31 
. 20 
. 39 
. 32 
.43 



* 



Proportion of movers 
upwardly mobile 
Male Female 



. 58 

.63* 

~75* 

. 55 
.73 



47 



.46 

.53* 



SMSA 
Chicago 
Honolulu 
Los Angeles 
New York 
San Francisco 
San Jose 
Seattle 



, 35 
.25 
32 
31 
29 
50., 
3l" 



. 33 
. 37 
. 28 
.12' 
. 30 
. 35;; 
. 3S' 



62 
43 

SO" 



.49 
. 40 



Table 8-F. Occupational Mobility of Chinese, by Regions, SMSA and 
Sex, 1965-70 





Proportion 


Proportion 


of movers 


Area 


mobile 




upwardly mobile 




Male Female 


Male 


Female 


United States 


• 31 


• 29 


52 


• 41 


Region 










1 


.41 










2 

3 
5 


. 28 
.23* 
. 34 


. 30 
.27* 


.54 
.41* 


.39 
— 

— 


6 


. 31 







— 


9 


. 33 
.44* 


. 30 


. 50 


.41 


10 








SMSA 


* 
* 








Boston 








Chicago 


• 29 








Honolulu 


. 38 


.27 


.62 


• 49 


Los Angeles 


. 30 


. 26 


.43 


.40 


New York 


. 24 


. 26 






San Francisco 
San Jose 


• 36 * 
.29 


.21 


•63* 
• 50 





ERIC 
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Table 8-G. Occupational Mobility of Filipinos, by Region, SMSA, 
and Sex, 1970 



Proportion Proportion of movers 

Area mobile upwardly mobile 

Male Female Male Female 



United States .34 .38 .52 .32 

Region # 

2 .42 .48,, 

3 .12 .30,,, --- 
5 .50 .47 .58" 

9 .33^ .33 . S2 .30 

10 .39 



SMSA 



# 



Chicago .18 .68 

Honolulu .26 .42 . 64_, .32 

Los Angeles .55^ .49 .41"* .27* 

New York .21 --- --- 

San Francisco .48 . 39 .43 .35 
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Table 8-H. Occupational Mobility of Blacks, by Region, SMSA, and Sex, 
1965-70 



ERIC 



Area 



Proportion 
mobile 
Male Female 



Proportion of movers 
upwardly mobile 
Male Female 



United States 
Region 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

7 

9 



36 

37 
34 
37 
36 
38 
38 
33 
36 



33 

47 
32 
30 
33 
38 
30 
40 
32 



• 59 

82< 

62 

56 

54 

63 

58 

54* 

66 



58 

71* 
64 
57 
55 
59 
58 
68 
56 



* 



SMSA 
Chicago 
Dallas 
Detroit 
Los Angeles 
Miami 
Newark 
New York 
Philadelphia 
San Francisco 
Wash. , D. C. 



,42 
, 50 
, 34 

38 
42 
28 
29 
30 
34 



■ 36., 
. 50" 
. 38 

■ 37., 
,25' 
,40 

30 
37 
32 
40 



. 61 

. 77 
. 61 

. 54 
. 60 
. 50 

. 61 



* 



.43 



. 54 
.57* 

. 65 
. 58 
. 70 



* 



. 37 



99 



Table 9-A. Earnings in 1969 of Mexicans, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex 





Proportion with earnings of more than $3, SCO 




Area 




Male 






Female 






20-34 


35-49 


50-64 


20-34 


35-49 


50-64 


United States 


.70 


.79 


. 68 


. 37 


.41 


. 32 


Region 
2 


1.00 


* 

1. 00 





.69* 







4 


. 63 


.61 










5 


.75 


. 88 


. 82 


. 51 


. 60 


.50* 


6 


. 62 


. 69 


. 54 


. 28 


. 32 


. 18 


7 


. 77 


.93 


. 82 


. 30 


. 52 




8 


. 63 


. 83 


. 80 


. 33 


. 38 




9 
10 


.76 
.62 


. 84 
.60* 


. 78 
.76* 


.42 
.21* 


.45 


. 42 


SMSA 














Albuquerque 



















Anaheim 


.83 


• 90 


• 79 


.27 


.44 




Brownsville 


. 52 


. 52 


. 30 


. 17 


. 12 


. 18 


Chicago 
Corpus >Christi 


. 80 
.62 


.91 
. 74 


* 

.93* 


.54 
. 19 


.67 

* 

.25* 





Dallas 


.76 


* 

• 85 I 


.61 


. 44 








Denver 


.76 


„ * 
. 83 


— 


* 

. 39 





— mm — 


Detroit 


.92 


. 88* 


— 








* 


El Paso 


.81 


.78 


.65 


. 33 


. 32 


Fresno 


. 55 


. 66 


* 

. 50 


.42 





mm mm- — 


Houston 


.75 


. 83 


. 81 


. 38 


. 39 


* 

. 35 


Laredo 


. 37 


. 51 


. 32 


. 28 


. 30 


Los Angeles 


.79 
.81* 




. 80 


.47 


.48 


. 57 


New York 


. 88 


~7~* 


# 





mm mm mm 


Oxnard 


. 80 


.72 




.44 




- — - 


Phoenix 


.69 




. 59 


. 31 


. 32* 


— ~ 


Sacramento 


.77 


. 80 








- - - 


San Antonio 


. 72 


.79 


.75 


. 43 


.43 


.22 


San Bernardino 


.79 


. 82 


.76 


. 39 


• 38 v 

.46 




San Diego 


. 68 


.80 


* 

.79 


. 34 


. 38 


San Francisco 


.75 


.93 


• 80„, 
* 


. 51 




* 

. 74 


San Jose 


. 82 


. 87 


.89 


• 54 * 


. 50 




Tucson 


• 79 


. 88 


.75* 


. 30 
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Table 9-B. Earnings in 1 969 of Puerto Ricans, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex 



Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500 

Ar^a Male Female 

20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64 

United States .76 .85 .74 .54 .62 .50 
Region 

1 .69 .85' --- .29 

2 .76 .85 .73 .59 .65^ .51 

3 .68 .79* --- .50 .65* 

4 .61 .82 V --- .30* .42* 

5 .81 .90 .83* .42 .67' 
9 . 74 . 89 --- . 58 . 44* 

CTiic^go .78 .86 .89' .39^ .67'" 

Jersey City .81 . 76* . 54 * 

Uos Angeles . 94 

Re^rk .94 . 70* 

tfevv York .79 .83 .84 .56 .55 .56 

Philadelphia .63 .76* 
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Table 9-C. Earnings in 1969 of Cubans, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex 



Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500 
Area Male Female 
20-34 35.49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64 

United States .82 .78 .71 .49 .54 .45 
Region 

2 .86 .80 .70 .54 .65 .55 

3 .68 --- --- ___ ■ 

4 .80 .73 .68* .45 .43 .37 

5 1.00* .83* .71 --- .74* .61* 
9. .74 .85 .83* .50* .58 

SMSA 
Chicago 
Jersey City 
Los Angeles 
Miami 
Newark 
New York 



ERIC 



.79* 


.75* 






. 60 




.82* 


.91 


* 

. 76 


* 

. 44 


. 55 




.79 


.79 


.43 




.74 




• 59 


. 39 


• 39 


. 35 




.81 










. 77 


.86 


. 82 


. 64 


.61 


. 67 
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Table 9-D. Earnings in 1969 of Indians, by H*^toA, Age and Sex 





Proportion with earni;nf?^ 


Ca/ i^ore than $3, 500 




Area 




Male 


50-^ 




Female 


50-64 




J J *■ ^ / 


20-34 


35-49 


United States 




70 


* \l 


• 36 


.42 


. 37 


Region 








* 






1 1 




8 1 


^ /\ 


• 25 

'■ r* 


* 





2 


• D O 


7ft 




• 55 
.44* 


. 50 




3 


7 1 


>\< 

81 


^ /\ 


.56* 




4 


. 53 


. 57 




. 19 


. 33 


• 20 * 


5 


.69 


.81 




. 40 


.49 


.42 


6 


. 58 


.67""- 




. 33 


. 39 


. 35 


7 


.76 


.62 


•** 


, .25* 




. 33 


8 


. 56 


. 57 




• 35 


. 36 


9 


.65 


.72 




• 44 


. 45 


.36 


10 


.67 


.82 




• 34 


. 48 


.54* 



} 



10* 
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Table 9-E. Earnings in 1969 of Japanese, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex 



ERIC 



Area 



Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500 
Male Female 
20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 



50-64 



United States 
Region 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

8 

9 
10 



70 
80 

65 



72 
56 



83 



96 



.73 



90 

73 
83 
71 



* 



87 



.72 
. 62 



57 



48 



52 

45* 
60 
48* 



.* 



, 58 

■ 57 < 
, 48 

, 35 

63 

61 

47 

60 

58 



* 



. 60 
.72" 

.79" 

.60 
.52* 



SMSA 
Chicago 
Honolulu 
Los Angeles 
New York 
San Francisco 
San Jose 
Seattle 



52 

76 

71 

84 

68„ 

86, 

53 



.78 

,93 
.74 
.93 

.89 
84 
96 



.88 
. 88 
. 59 

.54, 
. 62 , 
.78" 



. 59 
, 62 
67 
70' 
*7, 

80 



* 



.67 
.68 
. 62 

.63 

■>< 

.40* 



.67 
. 56 
. 71 



# 
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Table 9-F. Earnings in 1969 of Chinese, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex 



Proportion with earnings of more than $3,500 
Area Male Female 
20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64 

United States .63 .76 .66 .50 .53 .45 

Region * # 

1 .52 .70 --- .39 

2 .68 .74 .62 .48 .57 .40 

3 .64 .86* .71* .58' .48* 



4 .42* .84 --- --- — ^ 

5 .61 .81 .69 .52 .46* 



6 .61* .67 

7 .39 

9 .65 .78 .71 .51 .52 .48 

10 .51 .64' .53 

SMSA * 

Boston .62 .58* .25 5 „ .42^ — # 

Chicago .64 .85 .55 .71 .44' 

Honolulu -72 .94 .75 .57 . 76 . 67^ 

Los Angeles .67 .74 .64 .38 .52 .28' 

New Yo r k .65 .64 .65 .55 .58 .46 

San Francisco .62 .74^ . 68 .52 . 53 .30 

San JoS e --- .88* .57 
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Table 9-G. Earnings in 1969 of Filipinos, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex 



ERIC 
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Male Female 

Area 2 0-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64 

United States 71 83 79 55 57 56 

Region ^ 

2 69 74 --- 64 67 

3 81 --- --- 61 — - 

5 85 79 81 66 67* 

9 70, 85 80, 47 58 59 

10 75 --- 67 35* 

SMSA # 

Chicago 72 76 ' 63 

Honolulu 84 87 87 44 48 38 

Los Angeles 70 87 83* 62 63 

New York 83 --- --- 86 

San Francisco 75 78 75^ 54 67 

Seattle --- 84 



Table 9-H. Earnings in 1969 of Blacks, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex 



Proportion with earnings of more than $3,500 
Area Male Female 

20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64 



United States 
Region 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
9 



70 

87 5 

85 

75 

57 

77 

66 

68* 

77 



74 

94 
82 
77 
59 
83 
70 
79 
80 



.69 



84 
74 
50 

87 
54 
73 
90 



43 

44 
66 
53 
27 
47 
24 
59 
54 



43 

82 
65 
48 
24 
57 
26 
47 
50 



* 



35 

38< 
59 
38 
18 
52 
20 
29 
50 



* 



SMSA 
Chicago 
Dallas 
Detroit 
Los Angeles 
Miami 
Newark 
Mew York 
Philadelphia 
San Francisco 
Wash. , D. C. 



83 

74* 

80 

79 

77 
77 
67 1 
67 V 
74 



. 88 

.92 
.67 

"91 s 
. 86 
. 87 

.93 



97 

87 
81* 



94 

85 

77 



68 
36* 
63 
50 



78 
73 
51 
59 
76 



* 



66 

,65 ) 
6b' 
25^ 
52 
67 
47 

61 



,48 
39* 

58 
47 

44 



* 
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Table 10~A. Earnings in 1969 of Mexicans, by Region, SMSA, Education 
and Sex 



Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500 
Area Male Female 

Less than H.S. College Less than ENS. College 
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more 



United States 


. 70 


. 80 


. 80 


.28 


.48 


.63 


Region 


* 








* 




2 


1. 00, 

* 

1 . 00 








. 74 




3 






* 






4 


■ ('< . 54 






. 12 






5 


. 80 


.88 


.78 


. 51 


. 55 




6 


.59 


• 74 * 
.88 


. 78 


. 17 


.40 


. 68 


7 


. 86 


* 


.27* 


* 

. 35 




8 


.78 


.65 


. 68 


.28 


.43 




9 


.78 


.84 


.81 


. 36 


. 51 


. 58 


10 


. 60 






0* 







SMSA 



Albuquerque 


.47 




.63* 
.71 




* 

• 29 




Anaheim 


,80 


.91 


.29 




Brownsville 


.42 


.69 


.05 


■ 31 * 
.63* 


.42* 


Chicago 


.86 


.89 


.56 




Corpus Christi 


.63 


.70 




. 12 






Dallas 


.75 


•74* 

* 

•91 
.88 




.29 






Denver 


* 

.92 






.41* 




Detroit 


* 

. 88 








El Paso 


. 70 


•91* 


.25 


. 33 




Fresno 


. 55 


.64 


* 

. 82,. 
.72 


.29* 






Houston 


. 78 


.77 


. 30 


.42 




Laredo 


. 33 


. 54 


. 18 


. 32 


"63* 


Los Angeles 


•78* 


.84 


.90 


. 41 


. 57 


.62 


New York 


. 83 


* 

• 83 * 
. 83 










Oxnard 


. 71 




"33* 






Phoenix 


. 68 




. 32 






Sacramento 


. 77 


.88* 








* 

. 83* 


San Antonio 


. 73 


. 78 


.88 


. 30 


•47^ 
• 56^ 


San Berna r dino 


.78 


.91 


.67* 
.79 


• 29 


. 50 


San Diego 


. 70 


.77 


.40 


* 

. 38 




San Francisco 


. 83 


. 82 


.83 
.86* 


. 58 


• 59^ 


.61* 


San Jose 


. 81 


.92 


• 41* 




Tucson 


.76 


.86* 


.94 


* 

.24 ' 


* 

. 50 
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Table 10-B, Earnings in 1969 of Puerto Ricans, by Region, SMSA, Education 
and Sex 



Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500 
Male Female 
Area Less than HLS. College Less than H.S, College 

H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more 



United States 


• 76 


. 84 


. 84 


. 50 


. 59 


. 78 


Reg io n 














1 


• 69 


. 78 




. 38 






2 


.76 


. 85 


. 89 


. 55 


. 62 


.89 


3 


. 72 






. 43 


.69* 




4 


. 56 






.10* 


.65* 




5 


.85 


. 86 




. 46 


. 43 




9 


. 86 


. 78 


. 71* 


. 38 


.60* 




SMSA 




* 










Chicago 


. 80 


. 86 




. 50 


. 58 




Jersey City 


. 75 






.40* 






Los Angeles 


.90 












Newark 


. 85 












New York 


. 80 


. 86 


. 80 


. 50 


. 62 


. 66 


Philadelphia 


. 71 
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Table 10-C. Earnings in 1969 of Cubans, by Region, SMSA, Education 
and Sex 



Area 



United States 
Region 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
9 



Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500 
Male Female 
Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College 
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more 



.71 

. 74 

. 66 
. 80 

. 86 



* 



. 82 
. 84 
. 81 

. 74 



. 85 

.88, 
.88 
. 82 
. 82 
.94 
. 84 



.40 

. 53 

.27, 
. 57' 

. 62' 



. 58 
.60 
. 58 

. 50* 



.61 

. 77 

. 53 
. 82 

. 52" 



* 



■',< 



SMSA 
Chicago 
Jersey City 
Los Angeles 
M iam i 
Newark 
New York 



74 
88 
65 
60 
76 
74 



1.00 
. 84 
. 74 



86 



* 



68 

89 
76 

96 



75 
39 
36 
29 
48 
52 



* 



. 62* 
.44< 
. 38 



.76 



. 56 
. 74 
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Table 10-D. Earnings in 1969 of Indians, by Region, Education and Sex 



Area 


Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500 
Male Female 
Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College 
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H,S. 1Z 12 1 or mor 


United States 


. 57 


. 75 


. 71 


26 


. 41 


. 58 


Region 














1 


.47 












L 


.65 


. 79* 


. 81 


. 35 


. 59 




3 


.63 




. 78* 


.25* 


. 50* 




4 


.40 


. 76 


- . 60* 


. 21 


. 15 


. 53 


5 


. 73 


. 82 


. 63 


. 31 


. 50 


. 55 


6 


. 53 


. 70 


,.-.68 


. 22 


. 38 


. 62 


7 


. 51 


. 81* 






. 36* 




8 


. 52 


.64 


. 59 


. 26 


. 44 


* 

.45 


9 


. 62 


. 76 


• 74 * 


. 29 


.46 


• 58* 


10 


. 68 


. 71 


. 81 


. 33 


. 43 


. 58 
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Table 10-E. Earnings in 1969 of Japanese, by Region, SMSA, Education 
and Sex 



Area 



United States 
Region 

2 

3 

5 

8 

9 
10 



Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500 
Male Female 
Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. Collegt 
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or mor 



77 



. 68 



. 78 



.77 
.78 
.88 

5] 

. 71 
.78 
.65 



76 

90 
92 
82 

56' 

75 

63 



* 



44 



.41 

.38* 
.67' : 



.47 



. 62 

. 57 

. 63 
.42 
.64 
. 60 



* 



. 62 

.65 

.62 
.56 
.63 
. 50 



* 



SMSA 
Boston 
Chicago 
Honolulu 
Los Angeles 
New York 
San Francisco 
San Jose 
Seattle 



* 




.94 


. 71 


.73 


. 72 


. 88 


.89 


.79 


. 51 


.66 


. 78 




* 

.82 


.91 


. 75 


. 70 


. 78 




.76* 


. 88 




.82* 


.76 



50 
52 

53 



* 



.48 


.73 


.69 


.66 


.66 


.69 




.81* 


. 55 


. 62 


.47* 


.59* 


.54* 


.69* 
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Table 10-F. Earnings in 1969 of Chinese, by Region, SMSA, Education and 
Sex 



Area 



Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500 
Male Female 
Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College 
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more 



United States 
R egion 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

9 
10 



59 
,42 
50 
60 



63 
45 



72 



60 



55 



78 



73 

69 

83 

80 

78 

73 

65* 

45 

73 

59 



31 



35 



43 



30 



61 



67 



62 



. 58 

si 

.44 
.61 
.66 

. 58 



. 57 



* 



SMSA 



Boston 


.44 




. 61 


.32* 
.40* 






Chicago 


. 71 


~87* • 


.64 




.61 


Honolulu 


.81 


.87 


i 77 


.61 


.73 
.55* 


.61 


Los Angeles 


. 60 


. 62 


. 75 


. 17 


. 53 


New York 


. 57 


. 71 


. 72 


.44 


. 58 


.65 


San Francisco 


.61 


.77 


. 70 


.27 


. 58 


. 59 


San Jose 






.73* 
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Table 10-C, Earnings in 1969 of Filipinos, by Region, SMSA, Education 
and Sex 



Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500 

Area Male Female 

Less than U.S. College Less than H.S. College 
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or mor e 

United States 77 80 75 44 46 63 

Re g ion * * 

2 47* --- 78 33 --- 69 

3 ... 85 --- 58 
5 82 69 
9 80* 81 72 47 45 60 u 

10 67 --- 85* --- --- 50 



SMSA 

Chicago 73 65 

Honolulu 86^ 89 78 31 58 50 

Los Angeles 75* 78 80 --- --- 57 

New York --- --- 88 --- --- 83 

San Francisco 77 83 73 • 44 45 67 

Seattle 73 
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1a.ble 10-H. Earnings in 1969 of Blacks, by Region, SMSA, Education 
and Sex 



ERIC 



Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500 







Male 






Female 






Less than 


H.S. 


College 


Less than 


H.S. 


College 




H.S. 12 


12 


1 or more 


H.S. 12 


12 1 


or more 


^ 

tlnil-erl States 


. 66 


. 77 


. 84 


. 25 


. 49 


. 73 


Region 


* 


.92 




* 


* 




1 


.81 




. 35 


.61 




I 


.84 


. 82 


.88 


.55 


. 68 


.74 


3 


.73 


.79 


.85 


. 32 


.57 


.70 




.48 


.70 


.81 


. 11 


.29 


. 72 


5 


.82 


.79 


. 88 


.41 


. 54 


. 74 


6 


. 60 


.73 


.76* 


. 10 


.23 


. 72 


? 


.64 


.77* 




. 33 


.56 




9 


.81 


.81 


.79 


. 19 


. 60 


. 78 



S^SA 
Chicago 

Dallas 
Detroit 

£jO s Angeles. 
Miami 
Newark 
Ne-w York 
Philadelphia 
Saix Francisco 
Wa^h., D.C. 



?°* 
64 

86 

69 

72* 

83 

84 

75 

94* 

78 



.80 

.84 
.71 

.88 
.80 
.84 
.81 
.85 



* 



* 



.91 

.91 
.84 



* 



94 



82 = 



48 
15 
44^ 
34 5 
16' 
52 
61 
32 

46 



* 



. 72 

.61 
.48 

K 

.74 
.69 
. 62 

.65 



* 



75 



. 83 



.79 



. 88 
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Table 11-A; Weeks Worked and Earnings in 1969 for Mexicans, by Region, 
SMSA and Sex 





Proportion who Proportion with earnings of more 


than $3, 500 




worked 48- 


.52 




worked 




Area 


weeks 




Less than 48 


weeks 


48- 52 weeks 




Male 


Female 


Male 


Female 


Male 


' Female 


United States 


.76 


. 46 


.46 


. 18 


. 82 


. 56 


Region 












* 


2 


.87 


. 55 






1.00 


. 80 


3 


.86 


.46* 







,97 


«■«-«- 


4 


.64 


. 32 


.29* 


mm mm _ 


. 80 


M M M 


5 


. 78 


. 49 


. 56 


. 30 


• 90 


.76 


6 


.79 


. 51 


. 31 


• 13 * 


.70 


.41 


7 


.82 


. 55 





. 06 


. 88 


. 51 


8 


.77 


. 42 


. 38 


. 03 


. 85 


.67 


9 


. 73 


. 43 


. 54 




. 88 


. 66 


10 


. o3 


9 Q 
. CO 


• L 0 


. 06 


.79 • 




SMSA 














Albuquerque 


.77 


. 41 




- - - 


. 79 


,m mm 


Anaheim 


.78 


. 38 


. 69 


. 15 


.92 


. 56 


Brownsville 


.70 


. 43 


. 25 


. 09 


, 56 


. 2 3 


Chicago 


.78 


. 54 


. 63 


. 25 


, 94 


. 79 


Corpus Christi 


. 82 


. 53 


. 30 




. 74 


* 


Dallas 


.79 


. 44 


.41 


. 05 


. 86 


.75 


Denver 


.76 


.41 





- - - 


. 90 




* 


Detroit 


.78 


. 54 




mm mm _ 


. 95 


. 59 


El Paso 


.85 


. 58 


.43 


. 22 


. 82 


•40„ 

* 


Fresno 


.61 


.25 


.47 


. 06 


.66 


. 55 


Houston 


.83 


. 48 


. 37 


. 09 


. 88 


. 59 


Laredo 


.64 


. 52 


. 24 


. 14 


.49 


.43 


Los Angeles 


.75 




. 62 


. 26 


.90 


. 68 


New York 


.77 


. 56 






.91 




Oxnard 


.75 


. 26 


•421 


. 18* 


. 83 


"< 


Phoenix 


.79 


. 36 


.46 


. 16 


.79 


. 55 


Sacramento 


. 74 


. 21 






. 88 




San Antonio 


. 82 


. 52 


.41 


. 18 


. 82 


. 54 


San Bernardino 


.76 


.41 


. 60 


.24 


.87 


. 58 


San Diego 


.76 


.48 


. 52 


.06 


. 81 


.64 


San Francisco 


.71 


.49 


.69 


. 34 


.89 


. 83 


San Jose 


.75 


. 35 


. 60„ 

* 


.31* 


.91 


.71 , 

* 


Tucson 


• . 82 


.41 


.44 




.89 


.67 
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Table 11-B. Weeks Worked and Earnings in 1 96<? ^ ^i^rto Ricans, by 
Region, SMSA and Sex 

Proportion who PrlTporfi^^^ of irore than $3,500 

worked 48-52 worked 
Area weeks Less tbj^40 v/^eke 48-52 weeks 





Male 


Female 


Male ^ 


jT^nale 


Male 


Female 


United States 


.78 


.56 


. 55 


.33 


• 87 


.76 


Region 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 


.76 
.78 
.81 
.75 
.79 


. 43 
. 58 
. 63 
. 48 
. 50 


. 62* 
. 55 
. 47* 

., 65 


11*" 

25 
,06* 


.78 
.88 
.80 
.80 
.90 


.65 
. 77 
. 76 
.70* 
. 71 


6 
9 


.87* 
.80 


.49 


.59* 




.85 


. 81 


10 


.79 













SMSA 
Chicago 
Jersey City- 
Los Angeles 
Miami 
Newark 
New York 
Philadelphia 
San Francisco 



83 
68 
71 
73 
76 
78 
,70 
, 70 



* 



. 57 
. 30 
.44* 
.54* 
.46' 
.58 
.47 
.58' 



* 



.76* 
. 67* 



.65 
.40 



.43^ 
.39" 



30 



.86 
. 83 

.90 
.89 
.87 
. 82 
.91' 



62 



74 



ERIC 
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Table 11-C Weeks Worked and Earnings in 1969 for Cubans, by Region, 
SMSA and Sex 



Proportion who Proportion with earnings of more than $3,500 
worked 48-52 worked 



Area 


week 8 




Less than 


48 weeks 


48-52 weeks 




Male 


Female 


Male 


Female 


Male 


Femal 


United States 


.78 


. 54 


• 49 


. 26 


. 86 


. 70 


Region 














1 


.86* 


.62* 






* 

. 78 





2 


. 78 


. 55 


. 52 


.29 


.88 


• 81 * 


3 


• 90 


• 59 


- - « 


_ 


.79 


. 71 


4 


. 77 


. 53 


.42 


. 18 


. 83 


. 62 


5 


. 75 
• 96 
. 78 


. 53 





.71* 


.90 


# 

. 83 


6 
9 


• 58 


• 52 


. 15 


.91* 
.92 


.76 


SMSA 














Chicago 


. 82 


. 56 


• 65^ 




. 88 


.77* 


Jersey City 


. 81 


. 53 


.20* 


.96 


. 70 


Los Angeles 


. 71 


.42 


.54 


. 21 


. 88 


.61 


Miami 


. 75 


. 54 


• 34 


. 21 


. 80 


. 53 


Newark 


. 76 


. 53 






* 

• 93 




New York 


.81 


• 59 


.67 


.44 


.89 


. 82 
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Table ll~P. Weeks Worked and Earnings in 1969 for Indians, by Region 
and Sex 



Proportion who Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500 
worked 48-52 worked 
Area weeks Less than 48 weeks 48-52 weeks 





Male 


F em ale 


Male 


Female 


Male 


Female 


United States 


. 63 


. 44 


.40 


. 18 


.76 


. 58 


Region 








* 


* 




1 


. 64 


. 31 




.24 


. 85 




2 


. 66 


. 50 


~52* 


* 

•25* 


. 82 


. 74 


3 


. 71 


. 54 


.58* 


. 12 


.80 


. 66 


4 


. 67 


.44 


. 22 


. 16 


.61 


. 33 


5 


.72 


.45 


. 52 


.20 


. 82 


.64 


6 


. 64 


.49 


.29 


. 12 


.75 


. 52 


7 


. 68 


. 32 


.50* 


. 14* 


.74 


.59* 


8 


. 54 


.41 


.25 


. 17 


. 71 


.61 


9 


. 61 


.46 


.48 


. 26 


.79 


. 62 


10 


. 51 


. 32 


.56 


. 19 


. 80 


. 74 
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Table 11-E. Weeks Worked and Earnings in 1969 for Japanese, by Region, 
SMSA and Sex 





Proportion who Proportion with 


earnings 


of more 


than $3, 5 




worked 48- 


• 52 




worked 






weeks 




Less than 48 weeks 


48-52 weeks 




Male 


Female 


Male Female 


Male 


Female 


United States 


• 85 


. 63 


. 52 


. 32 


.81 


. 72 


R ef?i on 














1 


.80 


A O 


* 

. 62 




. 71 




2 

3 


CO 00 


. c2 
.47 


. 20 
.25 


•92 
1. 00* 


. 79 
.72* 


4 


OA 

. oil 


. 54 






.83 


. 38* 


5 


. 80 


. 58 


A C 

. 45 


. 29 


.89 


. 81 


6 


.79 


. 68 , 






. 77* 


.78* 


7 
* 


• 69 


. 35 




. 32 


.53* 




8 


.72 


. 59 




. 77 


. 53 


9 


.85 


• bo 


C A 

. 54 


. 35 


. 81 


. 72 


10 


.78 


. 54 


. 52 


. 37 


.67 


. 68 


SMSA 


. 62 












Bo ston 


A 1 

. 47 










Chicago 
Denve r 


. 80 
.77* 


. 57* 




. 37 


.78, 
. 80 


. 81 


Honolulu 


. 88 


. 72 


.56 


. 31 


.90 


.74 


Los Angeles 


. 84 




.45 


. 38 


.74 


V 79 * 


New York 
San Diego 


.82 


• 59 
. 32* 


. 52 


.87* 


• 93 
.72* 


.67* 


San Francisco 


. 81 


.63 


. 32 


. 80 


. 70 


San Jose 


.83 


. 57 






. 82 


. 78 


Seattle 


.71 


• 60 * 
. 58 






.84 


.78* 


Wash. , D. C. 
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Table 11-F. Weeks Worked and Earnings in 1969 for Chinese, By Region, 
SMS A and Sex 



Proportion who Proportion with earnings of more than $3, 500 
worked 48-52 worked 

Area weeks Less than 48 weeks 48-52 weeks 

Male Female Male Female Male Female 

United States .71 .55 .39 .31 . 78 .65 

Region , # % 

1 .60 .39 . 30* .41 .67 .47 

2 .67 .55 .42 .34^ .80 .65 

3 .76 .57 --- .42 .85 . 57 

4 .79 .44 --- --- 65 

5 .65 .46 .40* .36 .78 .73 

6 .69 .58* --- --- .65 

7 .62 .60* --- --- .76* 

8 - .64* --- --- --- .59* 

9 .76 .56 .40 .28 .79 .67 
10 .61 .62 .47* --- .65 .70* 

SMSA >!e ^ 

Boston .64 .49 .38' .29* .63 .50 

Chicago .74 .61 .48* .40* .78 .64 

Honolulu .86 .70 .48* .26 .88 .84 

Los Angeles .75 .50 .35 .26 .80 .58 

New York .76 .58 .41 .38 .73 .66 

San Francisco .74 .60 .41 .22 .77 .66 

San Jose .75 .42* --- --- .76 

Seattle .64* .52* --- --- .76 

Wash., D.C. .85 .52 --- --- .91* 
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Table 11-G. Weeks Worked and Earnings in 1969 for Filipinos, by Region. 
SMS A and Sex 



Area 



Proportion who Proportion with earnings of more than $3. 500 
worked 48-52 v/orked 

wee:ks Less than 48 weeks 48-52 weeks 





j.vici ie 


z einaie 


Male 


Female 


United States 


. 76 


. 51 


.48 


. 36 


Region 










1 


. 76 


- 60 






2 
3 
4 
5 
9 
10 


. S3 
. 73 
. 74 
. 75 
. 78 


,45 
. 51 

. 54 
. 32 


* 

. 44 

. O ( 

.46 


. 55 
. 38* 

. 44 

.24 



Male 



Female 



SMS A 
Chicago 
Honolulu 
Los Angeles 
New York 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
Seattle 



. 87 



. 81 
. 86 

. 88 
.89 
.81 



75 



80 
72 

86 
72 



,70 


,66 


. 54* 


. CO 


.92 


• 90 


.90 


. 62 


. 60 


. 13 


.90 


.63 


. 76 


. 40 


.48 


.46 


.92 


.87 


.66 


.67 


. 75 




• 92 


• 94 


. 84 


. 52* 










. 72 


. 57 


. 51 


.28 


.84 


. 82 


. 74 


.65* 






• 94 
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Table 11-H. Weeks Worked and Earnings in 1969 for Blacks, by Region, 
SMSA and Sex 



Proportion with earnings of more than $3,500 
Proportion w ho worked 
worked 48-52 



Area 


weeks 




Less 


than 4o weeks 


48-52 weeks 




Male 


Female 


Male 


Female 


Male 


Fema 


United States 


.76 


. 54 


.46 


.28. 


.79 


. 52 


Region 








* 






1 


.83 


. 52 




.50 


.98 


.64 


2 


.79 


. 61 


.67 


.41 


.89 


.78 


3 


. 82 


. 62 


.40 


. 30 


.84 


. 58 


4 ' 


.71 


. 50 


. 34 


. 20 


. 64 


. 28 


5 


.78 


. 54 


. 60 


.34 


. 88 


. 66 


6 


.73 


. 53 


. 38 


. 17 


. 73 


. 30 


7 


.83 


. 53 




.25 


. 77 


. 64 


9 


.74 


.49 


. 59 


. 36 


.90 


. 68 



SMSA 



Chicago 


.78 


. 61 


.74 


.47 


.94 


• 75 


Dallas 


.76 


. 55 






.82 


.44 


Detroit 


.69 


. 57 


•70* 
. 56 


.42 

* 

.48 


.92 


.69 


Los Angeles 


.73 


. 60 


.84 


• 69. 


Miami 


. 78 


. 50 




.47 


.68* 


. 50 


Newark 


.74 


. 60 


* 

.76 


.89 


. 68 


New York 


.82 


. 66 


.64 


.48 


.90 


.79 


Philadelphia 


. 68 


. 54 


. 68 


• 29 * 

• 35 * 
. 39 


.86 


. 62. 


San Francisco 


.61 


. 52 


* 

. 55 


.97 


. 65' 


Wash. , D. C. 


.81 


. 70 


. 88 


. 72 
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Table 12-A. Employment of Mexicans in Selected Industries, Regions 
and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970* 



Sex All employed Percent employed in 

and Agric., Prof. Pub. 

area No. Pet, forestry Const. Mfg. Trade services adm. 



Male 



united otates 


ooU 1 


1 AA A 

1 00. 0 


12. 5 


12. 1 


29. 4 


1 6 . 6 


5. 5 


5. 8 


rv. egion 


















5 


662 


1 AA A 

1 00. 0 


3. 0 


5. 9 


63.4 


11.3 


3. 2 


1. 2 


6 


3114 


1 AA A 

1 00. 0 


12. 5 


1 L 1 
16* 1 


17. 5 


19. 5 


6. 7 


8. 4 


7 


115 


l a a a 
1 00. 0 


4. 3 


4. 3 


39. 1 


13.9 


5. 2 


4. 3 


8 


2 52 


l nn n 
1 00. 0 


1 O "7 

12.7 


9. 9 


28.2 


11.9 


7. 1 


9. 9 


9 


4070 


i nn n 
100. 0 


13.4 


1 A O 

1 0. o 


32. 8 


15.8 


4. 7 


4. 4 


10 


108 


i nn n 
1 UU. u 


/t 1 7 

41. / 


c A 

5. o 


25.9 


9. 3 


3. 7 


2. 8 


SMSA 


















Anaheim 


196 


i nn n 
1 00 . 0 


7 1 

f . 1 


1 O A 

1 o. 4 


34. 2 


15.3 


5. 1 


6. 1 


Brownsville 


349 


l nn n 
1 UU. u 


*y i q 


a e 

9. 5 


11.7 


23. 8 


7. 2 


4. 3 


Chicago 


365 


i nn n 
1 uu . u 


Q 

. o 


9 *7 

2. 7 


e a o 

59. 2 


13.2 


3. 8 


2. 5 


Corpus Christi 185 


l nn n 
1 uu • u 


7 A 


9 1 A 

2 1 • o 


12.4 


11 L 

21.6 


5. 9 


11.4 


Dallas 


124 


l nn n 
1 uu. u 


A c 
0. 5 


2Z. 6 


25.8 


18.5 


4. 0 


3. 2 


El Paso 


284 


i nn n 
1 uu. u 


1 o 
J. £ 


1 o o 
lo. 3 


25.0 


ii i 
21.1 


4. 6 


12. 0 


Fresno 


149 


100. 0 


49. 0 


3.4 


20. 1 


11.4 


4. 0 


2. 0 


Houston 


299 


100. 0 


2. 0 


17. 1 


28. 8 


20.7 


3.7 


3.7 


Laredo 


291 


100. 0 


27. 5 


13.4 


6.9 


15. 5 


7. 6 


4.8 


Los Angeles 


1717 


1 A A A 
1 00. 0 


2. 6 


10. 5 


43. 6 


18. 1 


3.9 


3. 0 


Oxnard 


112 


i nn n 
1 00 . 0 


2o. o 


11 L 
1 1 . 0 


24. 1 


18.8 


3. 6 


5. 4 


Phoenix 


171 


i nn n 
1 uu • u 


9 9 9 


11 7 


*ia e 

20. 5 


22. 8 


2. 9 


6. 4 


San Antonio 


483 


l nn n 
1 uu • u 


1 • y 


17 9 


1 C A 

15.9 


19. 7 


6. 6 


21.5 


San Bernardino 271 


i nn n 
1 uu . u 


17 n 
1 f • u 


Q 9 


2 3.0 


1 o o 

lo. o 


7. 0 


7. 0 


San Diego 


170 


i nn n 




1 7 A 
1 f . 0 


Id. j 


1 Q Q 

lo. B 


2. 9 


C\ A 

9. 4 


San Francisco 


2 52 


100. 0 


6. 3 


10. 3 


35. 3 


14.7 


6. 3 


5.6 


San Jose 


203 


100. 0 


3. 4 


14. 8 


39.4 


15. 3 


5.9 


5. 9 


Tucson 


109 


100. 0 


5. 5 


17.4 


6.4 


18. 3 


6.4 


8. 3 


Female 


















United States 


6286 


100. 0 


8. 3 


. 7 


27. 3 


22. 7 


16. 6 


3. 1 


Region 


















5 


411 


100. 0 


1.9 


. 7 


47.0 


1.7.8 


15. 8 


1.5 


6 


2222 


100. 0 


6.9 


. 8 


18. 3 


24. 9 


18. 8 


4. 5 


8 


158 


100. 0 


2. 5 


. 6 


17. 1 


29.7 


19.6 


2. 5 


9 


3170 


100. 0 


9.9 


. 6 


32.2 


21.2 


14. 7 


2. 3 



124 



Table 12- A. Continued 



SMS A 



Anaheim 


138 


100.0 


4. 3 


1, 


.4 


34. 8 


23.9 


14. 


5 


2. 


9 


Brownsville 


349 


100.0 


18.0 




. 7 


13.2 


31.2 


20. 


7 


1. 


0 


Chicago 


204 


100.0 


.5 


— 




63.2 


13. 7 


9. 


8 


1. 


5 


Corpus Christi 


185 


100. 0 


2. 0 


— 




8.8 


24. 5 


18. 


6 


2. 


9 


El Paso 


284 


100. 0 







.4 


33. 7 


22. 5 


19. 


0 


3. 


5 


Fresno 


121 


100. 0 


34. 7 


— 




14.9 


23. 1 


15. 


7 







Houston 


205 


100. 0 


2.0 


2. 


.4 


19. 0 


29. 3 


22. 


0 


• 


5 


Laredo 


291 


100. 0 


11.3 




, 5 


3.2 


33. 3 


23. 


7 


4. 


3 


Los Angeles 


1379 


100. 0 


1.2 




, 3 


46.6 


18.2 


11. 


5 


2. 


5 


Phoenix 


171 


100. 0 


10. 0 


1. 


, 7 


33. 3 


16. 7 


20. 


0 


2. 


5 


San Antonio 


377 


100. 0 


1.6 


1. 


. 1 


18.6 


27. 9 


21. 


5 


8. 


2 


San Bernardino 


202 


100. 0 


11.4 






25.2 


21. 3 


18. 


8 


4. 


0 


San Diego 


170 


100. 0 


7.8 


1. 


9 


18.8 


23.4 


10. 


4 


5. 


8 


San Francisco 


192 


100. 0 


4.2 


1. 


0 


24. 5 


22.4 


16. 


1 


4. 


2 


San Jose 


162 


100. 0 


6.2 




6 


46.9 


14.2 


11. 


7 


1. 


2 


Tucson 


109 


100.0 








16.4 


41. 1 


21. 


9 







Regions and SMSA's with 100 or more persons 
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Table 12-B. Employment of Puerto Ricans in Selected Industries, 
Regions and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970 



Sex All employed Percent employed in 



and 
area 


No. 


Pet. 


Agric. , 

forestry Const. Mfg. 


Trade 


Prof, 
services 


Pub. 
adm. 


Male 


















United States 


2702 


100. 0 


£ . £ 


A 9 


A 1 7 


18. 7 


6. 1 


3.9 


Region 


















1 


1 1 Q 


i on n 


4. 2 


7.6 


56. 3 


1 1 A 


1 A 

3. 4 


c.b 


2 


1968 


100. 0 


1.4 


3.6 


38.0 


20. 4 


6.6 


4.2 


3 


101 


100. 0 


5.9 


7.9 


45. 5 


16. 8 


5. 0 


4. 0 


5 


284 


100. 0 


1.4 


1.8 


71. 5 


12. 0 


3. 2 


1. 1 


9 


132 


100. 0 


5. 3 


9.8 


31. 8 


12. 1 


6. 1 


7.6 


SMSA 


















Clhicatyn 

/ 1A 1 V-p cL V— / 


191 

x 7 x 


100. 0 





2. 1 


71. 7 


in c; 


i n 
I • u 


1 A 
1 • 0 


New York 


1626 


100. 0 


.6 


3. 1 


32. 8 


22. 3 


9.0 


4. 2 


Female 


















United States 


1882 


101. 0 


.6 


. 5 


49. 1 


14.8 


16. 0 


3. 3 


Region 


















2 


1344 


100. 0 


. 3 


. 5 


51. 2 


13. 3 


16. 5 


3.2 


5 


172 


100. 0 






59.9 


19. 2 


9. 3 


1.7 


9 


111 


100. 0 


1. 8 




32.4 


18. 9 


13. 5 


3.6 


SMSA 


















Chicago 


113 


100. 0 






73. 5 


11. 5 


8. 0 


1.8 


New York 


1087 


100. 0 


. 1 


. 3 


50. 8 


12. 1 


16. 5 


1. 5 



Regions and SMSA's with 100 or more persons 
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Table 12-C. Employment of Cubans in Selected Industries, Regions and 
SMSA's, by Sex, 1970* 



Sex Percent employed in 

and Agric. , Prof. Pub. 



area 


iNO. 


irCt . 


forestry Const. 


Mfg# 


Trade 


services 


adm. 


jviaie 


















United States 


1323 


100. 0 


1.2 


6.9 


34. 5 


22.0 


9.4 


2. 3 


Region 


















Z 


397 


100. 0 




A 1 

4. 5 


37. 5 


20. 4 


9. 8 


1. 8 


A 


O 1 j 


1 Ul). U 


1 ft 
1 • 0 


in ft 
1 u. 0 


30. 7 


24. 5 


7. 3 


2. 1 


Q 

7 


1 9 O 


1UU. u 


J . I 


1.0 


39. 5 


1 1. 1 


0. 5 


2. 3 




















Jersey City 


101 


100. 0 




4. 0 


57.4 


12.9 


5.0 




Los Angeles 


107 


100. 0 


1 Q 

1 . 9 


1.9 


43. 0 


22.4 


4.7 


1.9 


Miami 


539 


1 00. 0 


9 9 


0 c 


30. 6 


25. 4 


8. 3 


. 7 


iNew iorK 




1 uu. u 




5. 4 


22. 5 


29. 6 


8. 8 


2. 1 


Female 


















United States 


1193 


100.0 


. 4 


. 3 


50. 1 


15. 2 


13. 5 


1. 1 


Region 


















2 


342 


100. 0 






55. 3 


9.4 


14.9 


1.2 


4 


571 


100. 0 


. 7 


. 4 


50. 1 


19. 4 


9. 5 


. 5 


9 


105 


100. 0 




1.0 


49. 5 


9. 5 


15. 2 


1.9 


SMSA 


















Miami 


515 


100.0 


. 8 


1.0 


50. 5 


15. 5 


11.1 


.4 


New York 


205 


100. 0 






46.8 


14. 6 


20. 0 


1.0 



Regions and SMSA's with 100 or more persons 
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Table 12-D. Employment of Indi.ans in Selected Industries, by Region 
and Sex, 1970* 



















Business, 






All employed 










repair, 






Sex 






Agric. , 








personal, 






and 




forestry, 






T rans . 




and 






area 






mining 








Trade 


recrea.Prof . 


Pub. 








Const. 


Mfe. 

xvxxg . 


unic . 


finance ser. 


ser. 


a dm. 


Male 






















VJ lilt W V>4 IrCL O 


? AQO 
6D7U 


100. 0 




1 4. 6 


25.2 


8 4 


1 1 ft 

X X . 0 


6 1 
yj . x 


9.9 


9. 9 


R egion 






















2 


126 


1 00 0 


5. 6 


19.0 


25.4 


12. 7 


18. 3 


7. 2 


6 1 


5. 6 


3 


79 


1 00 0 


3. 8 


22. 8 


26. 6 


2. 5 


16. 5 


5. 1 


12.7 


10. 1 


4 


£# *IU 


100. 0 


22. 8 


22. 0 


26. 8 


3.3 


10. 6 


4. 4 


7- 7 


2.4 


5 


302 


100. 0 


3.7 


10.6 


43. 0 


7.9 


12. 3 


4. 9 


11 3 

XX. «J 


6.3 


6 


638 


100. 0 


14. 4 


17. 9 


20. 5 


9. 7 


13. 0 


4. 5 


8. 9 


11.0 


7 


98 


100. 0 


8. 2 


15.3 


29. 6 


12.2 


12.2 


5. 1 


12.2 


5. 1 


8 


279 


100. 0 


24. 3 


14. 7 


12. 9 


7.2 


6. 5 


6. 5 


115 

X X . m) 


16. 5 


9 


621 


100. 0 


13.8 


10. 5 


23. 5 


8.9 


12. 9 


9. 0 


10ft 

X \J . 0 


10. 6 


10 


256 


100. 0 


19. 5 


8. 6 


26. 6 


9.4 


8.2 


5.8 


8 6 


13. 3 


Female 






















United States 


2247 


100.0 


4.8 


0.6 


21. 1 


2.4 


21.7 


15. 3 


9 7 7 


6. 6 


Region 






















2 


91 


100.0 


3. 3 


1.1 


19. 8 


2.2 


19.8 


17.6 


29. 7 


6. 6 


3 


77 


100.0 


2. 6 


2.6 


22. 1 


2. 6 


18.2 


13.0 


23. 4 


15. 6 


4 


220 


100.0 


10. 9 


0.9 


38.2 


0.9 


16.8 


9.6 


20. 0 


2.7 


5 


255 


100.0 


3. 1 


0.0 


?8 2 


2 0 


18.0 


14. 5 


22. 0 




6 


526 


100. 0 


2. 7 


0.6 


21.9 


1.9 


28. 1 


15.9 


28. 5 


5. 5 


7 


76 


100.0 


1. 3 


0.0 


18.4 


1.3 


25. 0 


17. 1 


27. 6 


9.2 


8 


233 


100.0 


4. 7 


0.9 


9.4 


3.0 


17.6 


13. 3 


40. 3 


10. 7 


9 


515 


100.0 


4.9 


0.0 


15. 5 


2. 1 


22.7 


20.6 


27.2 


7.0 


10 


217 


100.0 


7.8 


1.4 


19. 8 


5. 1 


10. 5 


10.2 


27.2 


8. 3 


^Regions with 100 or 


• more 


persons 
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Table 12-E. Employment of Japanese in Selected Industries, Regions 
anci SMSA's, by Sex, 1970* 



Sex All employed Percent employed in 

and Agric, Prof. Pub. 

area No. Pet, forestry Const.Trade Mfg. services adm. 



Male 



United States 


2820 


100.0 


10. 5 


8. 


8 


20. 0 


16. 5 


13. 7 


10. 5 


Region 




















2 


123 


100. 0 


1.6 


1. 


6 


28. 5 


20. 3 


21.1 


3. 3 


5 


178 


100. 0 


. 6 


2. 


8 


21.3 


28. 7 


24. 2 


2.2 


9 


2164 


100.0 


11. 1 


10. 


3 


20. 2 


15.4 


11. 1 


11. 7 


10 


136 


100. 0 


18.4 


3. 


7 


19. 1 


14.0 


16. 9 


8. 1 


S MS A 




















Chicago 


131 


100.0 


2. 3 


. 


8 


16.8 


31. 3 


16. 0 


2. 3 


Honolulu 


1121 


100. 0 


4.8 


16. 


1 


18. 3 


13. 7 


9. 6 


15. 0 


Los Angeles 


542 


100. 0 


15. 1 


1. 


5 


29. 0 


22. 1 


11.6 


4. 4 


San Francisco 


173 


100. 0 


13. 3 


2. 


9 


23. 1 


13. 3 


17. 9 


12. 1 


Female 




















United States 


3039 


100. 0 


2. 6 


1. 


1 


23.8 


15.3 


28. 2 


6.4 


Region 




















2 


129 


100. 0 


.8 






23. 3 


24. 0 


20. 9 


7.0 


5 


185 


100.0 


1. 1 




5 


22. 7 


21.6 


31. 9 


2.7 


9 


2226 


100.0 


2.8 


1. 


3 


23. 8 


13. 5 


28. 8 


6. 8 


10 


158 


100. 0 


4.4 






23.4 


15. 8 


22. 8 


5. 7 


SMSA 




















Chicago 


121 


100.0 


.8 






18.2 


27. 3 


31.4 


2. 5 


Honolulu 


1079 


100.0 


1.8 


2. 


0 


28.9 


9.9 


25. 1 


9.0 


Los Angeles 


467 


100.0 


1.5 


1. 


3 


21.4 


19. 7 


27.2 


4. 5 


San Francisco 


187 


100.0 


3.2 




5 


21.4 


8. 6 


25. 7 


7.0 



* 

Regions and SMSA's with 100 or more persons 



129 



Region 










2 


502 


100. 0 


2. 


>* 

4 


5 


216 


100.0 


4. 


2 


9 


1244 


100.0 


5. 


7 


SMSA 










Chicago 


105 


100. 0 


Zm 


9 


Honolulu 


268 


1 00. 0 


n 

( • 


Q 

o 


Los Ange les 


239 


100. 0 


i. 


o 
O 


New York 


424 


100.0 




9 


San Francisco 


486 


100.0 


2. 


5 


Female 










United btates 


1 H L C 


1 uu. u • 


a 


7 


Region 










2 


309 


100. 0 


• 


3 


5 


150 


100.0 




7 


9 


1008 


100. 0 


• 


7 


SMSA 










Honolulu 


o o rt 

229 


1UU. U 


a 




Los Angeles 


1 60 


100. 0 


1 a 


9 


New York 


268 


100. 0 






San Francisco 


402 


100.0 


a 


7 



13.9 


39. 6 


15.9 


.3.4 


1 Q Q 


25 5 


36. 6 


2. 8 


13.7 


45. 8 


13. 7 


11.8 


12 4 


46. 7 


21.9 


1. 0 


112 


14. 6 


14. 2 


20. 5 


20. 5 


33. 5 


18. 4 


4.2 


12 3 


45. 0 


10. 1 


5. 0 


9.9 


43.2 


13. 2 


8. 0 


?? ? 


21.4 


28. 3 


5. 2 


38.8 


16. 5 


20. 7 


1.9 


1 ft 0 

1 O a U 


17. 3 


46. 0 


. 2 


20. 0 


23. 0 


25. 4 


3. 7 


7 4 


27. 1 


28. 4 


13. 1 


? ft 1 
£ O a 1 


Lt ~J a 


26. 3 


1. 9 


45. 5 


14.2 


15. 3 


1.9 


22. 6 


24. 4 


21. 1 


7. 7 



Regions and SMSA's with 100 or more persons 
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Table 12-G. Employment of Filipinos i$ Selected Industries, Regions, 
and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970 



Sex 


All employed 








Percent empli 


oyed in 




and 






xi.g til. • t 










Prof. 


Pub. 


area 


Noo 


Pet. 


TO T*P C f" T» V 
± KJ 1 C3L1 y 


Const 


:. Trade 


Mfg. 


services 


adm. 


Male 
















16. 0 


8. 8 


United States 


1480 


100. 0 


12. 8 


6. 


5 


20. 5 


1/1 c 

14. 5 


Region 
















35. 2 


8.0 


Z 


88 


100. 0 


1 1 


2. 


3 


15. 9 


15. 9 


3 


60 


100. 0 




1. 


7 


1 e n 

15.0 


Q 7 
O. J 


50. 0 


5.0 


c 
D 


102 


100. 0 




5. 


9 


29. 4 


1 Q 

7. p 


34. 3 


3.9 


9 


1088 


JOO.O 




7. 


7 


19.6 


15.7 


9. 5 


10. 1 


10 


66 


100.0 


12. 1 


i 

i • 


c 
D 


33. 3 


13. 6 


18.2 


3.0 






















W 111 \S 


77 


100. 0 


1. 3 


1 . 


3 


9Q Q 


0 . c 


40. 3 


2. 6 


Honolulu 


464 


100. 0 


20. 9 


17. 


0 


17. 9 


11 c\ 

11.9 


3.9 


9.9 


Los Angeles 


146 


100. 0 


7 


4. 


1 


28. 8 


25. i 


12. 3 


5. 5 


New York 


61 


100. 0 




1. 


6 


18. 0 


1*5 1 

13. 1 


26. 2 


9. 8 


San Francisco 


204 


100. 0 


4 Q 

*±. 7 


2. 


0 


16.2 


10.8 


17. 6 


16. 2 


Female 




















Umted States 


1306 


100. 0 


3. 3 


• 


3 


13.9 


1 "7 O 


38.4 


4. 6 


Region 

*? 

& 


















8. 7 


126 


100. 0 








9. 5 


o. 3 


50. 8 


D 


108 


100. 0 




• 


9 


7. 4 


Q 1 
O. J 


60. 2 


6. 5 


0 


140 


100.0 


. 7 






10. 7 


10.7 


68. 6 


1. 4 


rj 

7 


755 


100.0 


4 Q 




4 


16.6 


20. 9 


26. 8 


4. 5 


10 


be 


inn n 

1UU, u 


6.5 






C 1 • u 


74 ? 


24.2 


3.2 


SMSA 




















Chicago 


119 


100. 0 








5. 0 


6.7 


72. 3 




Honolulu 


283 


100. 0 


6.4 




7 


15. 2 


28. 6 


16.6 


4.6 


Los Angeles 


140 


100. 0 








20.7 


12. 9 


37. 1 


2. 1 


New York 


60 


100. 0 








10. 0 


8. 3 


55. 0 


6.7 


San Francisco 


198 


100. 0 


1.0 






7.6 


14. 6 


31. 3 


6. 6 



"'Regions and SMSA's with 100 or more persons 
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Table 12-H. Employment of Blacks in Selected Industries by Region, SMSA 
and Sex, 1970 



All employed Percent employed in 

Sex and Agric, Const- Prof. Public 



area 


No, 


Pet, 


forestry 


ruction 


Mfg. 


Trade 


oer • 


A dm 


Male 


















United otates 


O Q Q A 

3oo0 


1 00, 0 


C 7 
5. f 


1 A C 

10. 5 


32. o 


14. 1 


9. 2 


7. 1 


Region 


















1 


64 


100. 0 




7.8 


37. 5 


15. 6 


12. 5 


14. 1 


Z 


510 


100. 0 


o 

. 8 


7. 6 


29. 0 


1 L i 

16.3 


10. 0 


5. 9 


3 


e o o 

5o3 


inn r\ 

100. 0 


3. 3 


12. Z 


29. 7 


11 A 

13.4 


9. 6 


1 O 1 

13.2 


A 

4 


I 1 1 o 

I I 3Z 


i nn n 

1 00. 0 


14. 0 


1Z. 5 


o o n 

28. 9 


1 1 i 
12. 1 


i ^ ^ 
10.0 


A 1 

4. 1 


r 
D 


f 34 


inn n 
100. 0 


• 5 


*7 1 

7. 1 


49. 7 


1 O 1 

12. 1 


7 A 

7. o 


6. 3 


0 


4o f 


inn n 
100. 0 


c A 

5. b 


1 A A 

14. 6 


27. 8 


in t 

19. 7 


A A 

6. o 


4. 7 


n 
I 


i n a 
104 


l nn n 
1 00. 0 


r" O 

5. o 


2.9 


36. 5 


14. 4 


8. 7 


12. 5 


Q 

7 


7 A l 


i nn n 
1UU. u 


7 7 

Z. 3 


Q A 

9. b 




1 C 7 

Id. # 


in 7 
10. / 


11 c 

11.5 


SMSA 


















Chicago 


21 i 


100. 0 


. 5 


4. 3 


3^. 3 


14.7 


7. 1 


14.7 


Detroit 


ID » 


i nn n 
1UU. u 




C 7 

5. f 


cA 7 
5t>. f 


o o 
o. 3 


3. o 


*3 n 

3. 9 


JjOS AllgclcS 


j 1 0 


i nn n 
1 uu • u 


7 
• ( 


Q Q 
O. O 


7 /I 

29 • 4 


l o n 
19. 9 


Q 1 

o. 1 


9. 3 


INC w ai is. 


ou 


i on n 

i yjyj . u 


£ • D 


t; n 

D. u 


97 c 


7 n n 


ft P 
O. & 


A. 7 


iN e w i o riv 




i nn n 
1 uu • u 


7 
• f 


A o 
o. V 


1 A 7 
it), f 


19. 3 


Q 7 
O. C 


1 Q A 
lo. 0 


ir niiau eipma 


1 AA 


l nn n 
1 uu • u 


1 7 
1 • Z 


17 1 
1 I • 1 


o 1 1 

31.1 


li n 
1 1 • U 


17 O 

1Z. o 


7 O 


San Francisco 


A? 


i nn n 
1 UU. U 


1 A 
1 • 0 


O 7 

9. 7 


25. o 


O 7 

9. 7 


A O 

4. o 


o c 
o. 5 


"TIT ~ V» p\ /-» 

w asn. , jj . o . 


1/17 

14 ( 


l nn n 


o n 
Z. 0 


10 A 

13.6 


A O 

4. o 


on >< 

Z0. 4 


1 O A 

13.6 


30. 2 


Female 


















united otates 


A f\ 1 1 

401 1 


l nn n 


*3 A 

3. 4 


. 3 


17. 4 


12. 1 


O T 1 

27. 1 


5. 5 


Region 


















1 


82 


100. 0 




1.2 


22. 0 


2. 5 


29. 3 


1.2 


9 


c n a 

504 


i nn n 

100. 0 


. 8 


. 2 


22. 6 


12. 7 


30. 4 


4. 6 




A 7 A 
OZ 0 


i nn n 


1 o 

1 . 3 


. 5 


15. 3 


14. 0 


29. 4 


10. 9 




1 1 0*x 


l nn n 
1UU. U 


n n 

9. 0. 


. 3 


i o n 

18. 0 


Z3. 0 


23.0 


i / 
1 . 6 


c 
D 


7H 1 
/ U 1 


l nn n 


. 4 


. 3 


1 O A 

18. 4 


1 1 A 

Z 1. 4 


27. 7 


9. 0 


A 

D 


DUO 


l nn n 
1 UU. U 


o n 
3. 0 


. 4 


in /i 

10. 4 


ip i 
15.2 


Zo. 0 


3. 7 


7 


1 O n 

130 


100. 0 


1. 5 




16. 9 


4. 3 • 


26.2 


6. 9 


9 


275 


100. 0 


. 7 




20. 0 


6.2 


31. 3 


6. 5 


SMSA 


















Chicago 


239 


100. 0 


.4 


.8 


24.7 


22. 2 


23. 0 


7. 5 


Dallas 


58 


100. 0 


1. 7 




19.0 


24. 1 


22.4 




Detroit 


124 


100. 0 




.8 


21.8 


21.0 


28.2 


1. 6 


Los Angeles 


143 


100. 0 


. 7 




24. 5 


14.7 


25.9 


7. 7 


Newark 


83 


100. 0 


1.2 




37. 3 


14. 5 


18. 1 


3. 6 
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Table 12-H. Continued 



New York 
Philadelphia 
San Francisco 
Wash. , D.C. 



352 


100. 0 




16.8 


15. 3 


27. 6 


5.4 


168 


100. 0 


.6 


16. 1 


13. 7 


35. 1 


8.9 


52 


100. 0 




9.6 


11.5 


32. 7 


13. 5 


154 


100. 0 


.6 


3.9 


14. 3 


26.6 


23.4 
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APPENDIX A 



Definitions and Explanations 



Source of Data 

Information in this report was derived from the Public Use Sample 
(PUS) records from the 1970 census. Every Standard Metropolitan Statistical 
Area (SMSA) of 250,000 or more population in 1970 was identified as a 
subarea, except in New England and Hawaii. In New England where 
SMSA's cross county lines, the SMSA's are approximated in terms of 
entire counties. In Hawaii, the city of Honolulu and the remainder of the 
state are identifiejd as the SMSA. 



Sample Populations 

Spanish origin, Oriental, American Indian and black pe rsons were 
selected for this report. Among these groups, persons were included 
if they were between 20 and 64 years of age, not enrolled in school 
and not living in group quarters. Three Spanish populations were 
identified on the basi- of descent, rather than surname, whereas the 
other populations were identified on the basis of race codes. With these 
specifications, the sampling fractions for each population were: 



The numbers in each of the sample populations, shown in Appendix B, 
Table 4, constituted the starting point for estimates of population values. 
The number of persons in the labor force tends to be less than the total 
in a population, and the number employed less than the number in the 
labor force. Consequently, estimated numbers of persons differ within 
a population depending on the item of information involved. 

Reliability of Estimates 

In general, the reliability of estimates in this report is influenced by 
two types of errors-- sampling and nonsampling. Errors attributable to 
sampling were not estimated primarily because of technical complexities 
and costs in time and money. Evaluation of a statistic and comparisons 
of different estimates would require a number of tests. Each of a pair 



Mexican, Puerto Rican and Cuban 
Japanese, Chinese, Filipino 
Indian 
Black 



1% 
2% 
2% 
1% 
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of estimates, for example, might reasonably represent a population value, 
but the difference between the pair of estimates might not be statistically- 
significant. 

Estimates of sampling errors, such as the standard error, measure the 
precision of a sample estimate relative to a census count but they do not 
indicate possible inaccuracies in a census attributable to nonreporting, 
errors in coding or errors in processing. Such nonsampling errors are 
generally less important than sampling errors for estimates of relatively 
small proportions of a population. 

Tn the absence of specific estimates of reliability, readers are cautioned 
that unknown sampling and nonsampling errors are present. An arbitrary 
strategy was devised in the presentation of estimates. First, in the case 
of dichotomous variables (e.g., labor force participation and employment), 
estimates are not shown if the base frequency was less than 15. Estimates 
are marked with an asterisk (*), if the base frequency was between 15 and 
30 . Second, for continuous variables (e.g., occupation scores and earnings), 
estimates based on a frequency of less than 10 were deleted. Estimates 
based on very low frequencies are therefore either deleted or marked with 
an asterisk as a precaution against unwarranted inferences. While this 
procedure is less rigorous than specific tests of significance, it is designed 
to help avoid estimates based an low sample frequencies. 

Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA's) 

A standard metropolitan statistical area is a county or group of contiguous 
counties which contains at least one city of 50,000 population or more, or a 
pair of cities with a combined population of at least 50,000. In addition to 
the county or counties containing such cities contiguous counties are included 
in an SMSA if they are socially and economically integrated with the central 
city. In the New England area, SMSA's consist of towns and cities instead 
of counties . 

SMSA's were selected for this report primarily on the basis of the number 
of persons in the labor force in one or more minority populations. Since 
sample data were employed, the majority of all SMSA's had too few persons, 
other than whites and blacks, to justify detailed tabulations. Some of the 
selected SMSA's contained adequate sample frequencies for no more than 
one minority whereas other SMSA's could be represented by two or more 
minorities. 

As a matter of saving space, tables indicate only the first city name in 
instances of SMSA's containing two or more cities. The accompanying 
alphabetical list of SMSA's shows each city represented by an SMSA. 
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ALPHABETICAL LISTING OF 
STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS 

IN THIS REPORT 



Albuquerque, N.M. 

Anaheim-Santa Ana-Graden Grove, Calif. 

Baltimore. Md. 

Boston, Mass . 

Buffalo, N.Y. 

Chicago, 111. 

Corpus Christi, Texas 

Dallas, Texas 

Denver, Colorado 

Detroit, Mich. 

El Paso, Texas 

Fayettevylle, N.C. 

Fort Smith, Ark. 

Fresno, Calif. 

Honolulu, Hawaii 

Houston, Texas 

Jersey City, N.J. 

Laredo, Texas 

Lawton, Okla. 

Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif. 

Miami, Florida 

Milwaukee, Wise. 

Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn. 

New York, N. Y. 

Newark, N.J. 

Norfolk- Portsmouth, Va. 

Oklahoma City, Okla. 
Oxnard- Ventura, Calif. 
Philadelphia, Pa. 
Phoenix, Ariz. 
Portland, Ore. -Wash. 
Sac ramento, Calif. 
San Antonio, Texas 

San Bernandino-Riverside-Ontario, Calif. 

San Diego, Calif. 

San Francisco-Oakland, Calif. 

San Jose, Calif. 
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Santa Barbera, Calif. 
Seattle-Everett, Washington 
Stockton, Calif. 
Tacoma, Wash. 
Tuscon, Ariz. 
Tulsa, Okla. 

Washington, D.C.-Md.-Va. 



DOL REGIONS 



1 . Connecticut 
Maine 

Mas sachusett s 



New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 



2. New Jersey 
New York 

3. Delaware 

District of Columbia 
Maryland 

4. Alabama 

Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 



Puerto Rico '* 
Virgin Islands 

Pennsylvania 
Virginia 
West Virginia 



Mississippi 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 



5. Illinois 
Indiana 
Michigan 



Minnestoa 
Ohio 

Wisconsin 



Arkansas 
Louisiana 
New Mexico 



Oklahoma 
Texas 



7. 



Iowa 
Kansas 



Missouri 
Nebraska 



Colorado 
Montana 
North Dakota 

American Samoa 
Arizona 
California 



* 



South Dakota 
Utah 

Wyoming 

Guam 

Hawaii 

Nevada 



10. 



Alaska 
Idaho 



Oregon 
Washington 
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Education 



Level of educational attainment is indicated by the number of /ears of 
school completed. Persons enrolled in school in 1970 were not included in 
the sample data for this report. 

Labor Force Participation 

Persons in the labor force (ILF) were either employed or unemployed 
during the calendar week prior to the data on which respondents completed 
their questionnaires or were interviewed during the 1970 census enumeratio 

Employed persons comprise all civilians either at work or with a job 
but not at work. Persons excluded from the employed are those whose 
only activity consisted of work around the house or volunteer work. 

Unemployed persons are civilians not employed during the reference 
week who were looking for work within the previous four weeks and were 
available to accept a job. Also included are persons who were waiting 
to be called back to a job from which they had been laid off. 

Persons not in the labor force (NILF) include housewives, retired 
workers, seasonal workers and persons doing only incidental unpaid 
family work. Students and inmates of institutions were excluded from 
the sample data. 

Labor Force Participation Rates 

A labor force participation rate (LFPR) represents the proportion 
of a population classed as in the civilian labor force. The LFPR for 
males 20-34 years of age, for example, is the proportion of men at those 
ages classified as in the labor force. 

An employment rate (ER) is the proportion of persons in the labor force 
who were employed; and similarly, an unemployment rate (UR) is the 
proportion of persons in the labor force who were classed as unemployed. 

Weeks Worked in 1969 

Data on weeks worked pertain to the number of weeks during 1969 in 
which a person did any work for pay or profit or worked without pay on a 
family farm or in a family business. Weeks of active service in the armed 
forces are also included. 

Occupation 

The system of occupation classification for the 1970 census consisted 
of 441 specific occupation categories arranged into 12 major occupation 
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groups. For purposes of this report the major occupation groups were 
modified by combining service workers and private household service 
workers into a single service workers category. Also, operatives were 
combined with transportation equipment operatives and farm managers with 
farm laborers. Tabulations thus show only 9 major occupation groups in 
this report. 

Industry 

The 1970 industry classification system developed for the census 
consisted of 227 categories classed into 12 major industry groups. Estimates 
are shown for industries employing relatively large numbers. 

Occupation Scores 

Occupation scores were constructed for this study based on 203 occupations 
derived by collapsing the original census list of 441 occupations. On a 100- 
point scale these scores represent an employed worker's level of occupational 
achievement. (For a detailed description of the scoring procedures see 
Appendix A in Minorities in the Labor Market, Vol. I or II, by G. L. Wilber, 
et al). 

Occupational Mobility 

Estimates of occupational mobility are based on the detailed list of 441 
occupations and the occupation scores calculated as of 1970. Occupation 
scores were assigned to individuals employed in 1965 and 1970. Mobile 
workers are those whose occupation scores differed for the two years. If 
a worker's occupation score was higher in 1970 than in 1965, mobility was 
classed as upward, and if a score was lower in 1970, mobility was downward. 
Stayers had the same occupation score for both years, although they may 
have shifted to a different occupational category. 

Earnings 

Earnings from wages or salaries represent money received for work 
performed as an employee at any time during the calendar year of 1969. 
It includes wages, salary, commissions, tips, piece- rate payments, pay 
from the armed forces and cash bonuses earned. Median earnings are 
based on individual persons with earnings in 1969. Types of income not 
defined as earnings includes social security cor railroad retirement income, 
public assistance income and income from such sources as interest, dividends, 
rent, veterans' payments, public or private pensions, unemployment insurance 
benefits, workmen's compensation case benefits, and net royalties. 

The percent of employed persons who earned $3, 500 or more in 1969 
serves as a summary indicator of income differences within and between 
populations. 
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Appendix Table I. Selected Characteristics of SMSA's With 200,000 

Population or More and Concentrations of Spanish, 
Orientals and Indians, 1970 



SMSA 



Total 
pop. 
(000's) 



Pet. of 
SMSA 
pop, in 
central 
cities 



Pet, of 
central 
city- 
pop, 
whit e 



Per 
capita 
income, 
1969 



Percent 
of total 
work 
force 
\iv e mployed 
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A 1 
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fiO f f 


A 7 


J-* 1 I aoO 




ftO 7 


O A 4 

7D. T 


6O7D 


4 Q 
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ftA 7 


1407 
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A?Q 

L» C» 7 
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7477 
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Ox na i*d 
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33. 7 


93. 2 


3086 


6. 4 


Philadelphia 


4818 


40.4 


65. 6 


4028 


4.2 


Phoenix 


968 


60. 1 


93. 3 


3498 


4. 1 


Portland 


1009 


37.9 


92. 2 


3964 


5.6 


Sacramento 


801 


31.8 


81. 5 


3565 


5.8 


San Antonio 


864 


75.7 


91.4 


3028 


4.8 


San Bornnndiuo 


1 143 


27. 0 


90. 7 


3126 


5.9 


San Diego 


1358 


51. 3 


88.9 


3694 


5.6 


San Francisco 


3110 


34. 6 


67. 3 


5009 


5.0 


San Jose 


1065 


41.9 


93. 6 


4061 


5.7 


Seattle 


1422 


41. 1 


88. 3 


4463 


9.5 


Tacoina 


41 1 


37. 6 


90.8 


3518 


8.7 


Tucson 


352 


74. 8 


94. 8 


3240 


3. 3 


Tulsa 


477 


69. 5 


86. 6 


3793 


4. 5 


Wash. , 1). C. 


2861 


26. 4 


27. 7 


4359* 


2.6 



U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
pp. 838-897. 
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Appi-mlix Tahlf 2- A. Summary 



Charactcriatica of Mexicans in wSMSA's, 1970 



SMS A 



Anahe im 

Brownsville 

Chicago 

Corpus Christi 

Dallas 

Denver 

Detroit 

El Paso 

Fresno 

Houston 

Laredo 

I/OS Angeles 

Mc Allen 

Oxnard 

Phoenix 

Sacramento 

San Antonio 

San Bernandino 

San Diego 

San Francisco 

San Jose 

Tucson 



Md. 
ed. 



9.0 

5. 1 
8.2 
6.2 
7.4 
9-4 
9-0 

7. 8 
7.4 
7.4 

6. 3 
9-3 
4. 5 
7.8 

8. 1 
8.9 
7.2 
8.6 

9- 1 
10.3 

8.9 
8.9 



LiFPR 



M 



84. 8 
69.6 

85. 0 
74.2 
85. 3 
77. 1 
85 
74 
71 
82 



69- 7 
80. 6 
69. 8 
83. 3 

80. 4 
73. 2 
76.2 
76. 9 

81. 9 
79- 5 
79- 1 
76. 3 



41. 5 

35. 1 
45. 1 
31.8 

42. 4 

36. 4 
39. 0 
36 
27 
37 
31 
40 



31.2 
39- 7 
40. 2 
32. 3 
34.2 
35. 6 
34. 8 
41.4 
39- 0 
30.7 



UR 




Md. 


income 


— ' \ 

Per 


rCt. 


M 


F 


M 


F 


capita 


in 










income 


po v e r ty 


5.4 


10. 7 


$6582 


$2431 


$2305 
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7. 8 


2916 


1316 
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DO. i 


4. 0 


7. 3 


6578 


3318 


L i9o 


19 R 


5.6 


7. 4 


3904 
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1 J 1 J 




3. 5 


6. 1 


4973 


2119 


loO / 


? n Q 


7. 3 


4. 2 


5407 
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i n*> a 




9. 3 


6. 4 


8002 


2438 




o ^ 


4. 7 


5. 8 


4384 


2189 


1 A 11 

143 5 


n A 

ju. *± 


11.9 


17. 6 


3774 


1 335 


i in i 

129 1 


*J *7 A 


3. 0 


3. 8 


5376 


2225 


17/4 


9 A Q 


7.9 


6.2 


2826 


1 344 


110 3 


C 1 1 


6. 1 


8. 8 


6153 


2628 


2147 


I D . 1 


5. 3 


9-2 


2682 


1131 


1 009 


A 1 9 


6.4 


11. 0 


4820 


1944 


i n l c 

1815 


1 7 . D 


5. 0 


6. 4 


4639 


1954 


1 DU4 


9 R 7 


12. 1 


13. 7 


5179 


1774 


1 ( o 0 


9 n R 


5. 3 


6. 9 


A 1 C 1 

4151 


1 79 ^ 


1478 


31.4 


5. 5 


8. 8 


5464 


1868 


1792 


19- 6 


6.7 


8. 0 


4847 


2152 


1916 


19.9 


7.6 


10.7 


6968 


2787 


2531 


14. 4 


11.0 


19.9 


6488 


2010 


2054 


14. 6 


5.4 


7. 0 


5282 


1676 


1690 


23. 2 



PC(2)-1C, Tables 13, 15 and 16. 
*SMSA's with 50,000 or more Spanish origin persons. 
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Appendix Table 2-B and C. Summary Characteristics of Cubans 
Puerto Ricans in SMSA's, 1970 



SMSA 



Chicago 
Jersey City 
New York 
Newark 
Philadelphia 

Jersey City 
Los Angeles 
Miami 
New York 



Md. 
ed. 



LFP R 
M 



UR 



M 



Md, income 
M F 



Per Pet. 
capita in 
income ^ * ver ty 



Puerto Ricans 



8.0 


83. 7 


43. 1 


4. 


9 


10. 8 


$5609 


$3143 


$1846 


23. ' 


8.3 


82. 5 


34. 0 


4. 


9 


11.1 


4943 


3016 


38 Id 


Zo. V 


8.7 


72. 6 


29. 1 


5. 


5 


7.8 


5155 


2990 


1741 


31.4 


7.8 


82. 0 


32. 2 


5. 


2 


14.2 


5275 


2685 


1547 


33. 5 


7.9 


79.2 


36. 1 


5. 


3 


8. 0 


4589 


2819 


1647 


34.2 






Cubans 














8.6 


90. 7 


63. 0 


6. 


0 


11.4 


5843 


3270 


4106 


14. 9 


11.3 


83. 2 


52. 2 


8. 


1 


9.8 


6053 


2735 


2521 


14. 6 


9.6 


83. 5 


51. 6 


3. 


8 


6.6 


4828 


2505 


2297 


15. 7 


9.7 


84. 0 


47.2 


2. 


6 


6. 0 


6059 


3313 


2946 


12. 9 



PC(2)-1C, Tables 13, 15 and 16. 

*SMSA's with 50, 000 or more Spanish origin persons. 
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Appendix Table 2-D. Summary Characteristics of Indians in SMS^ ' 

1970 



Md. LFPR UR MtL inc : £ ? r Pet. 

SMSA ed. M F M F ~M cai ;a in 



Alb mo lie to lie 


12. 


2 


62. 0 


41. 9 


5.9 


4. 8 


$4322 


$2933 


$1841 


34.4 


Anahe im 


12. 


0 


82. 0 


47. 6 


7. 1 


11. 6 


6 32 3 


2403 


2705 


13. 2 


Ifimnrp 


10. 


0 


73. 3. 


- 43. 6 


10. 5 


14. 2 


5462 


2737 


2197 


2 3. ' 


Buffalo 


id. 


0 


*74.5 


35. 7 


lb. 4 


11. ' 


4996 


1947 


2008 


26. . 


f* V| i rapn 


11. 


1 


76. 7 


44. 4 


4. 3 


7. 6 


5896 


2564 


2593 


17.4 


Dallas 

1 Sm+t A JL Cafe . ' 


12. 


0 


78. 9 


55. 1 


3.8 


6.4 


5099 


2500 


2302 


18. 1 


Denver 


11. 


9 


'72. 5 


46. 5 


7. 3 


8.9 


4561 


1924 


1935 


26.4 


Detroit 


10. 


4 


80. 7 


46. 1 


9.0 


10. 5 


6910 


2424 


2897 


14. 1 


Favetteville.N. C 


9. 


8 


81.2 


43. 2 


7.8 


14. 6 


3235 


2174 


1378 


33. 4 


J. W J. L Hll Lll 


9. 


0 


53. 8 


33. 5 


10. 5 


10. 2 


2 549 


1624 


1212 


51. 3 


T-T one fr»n 


10. 


3 


82. 6 


39. 8 


2. 3 


5. 1 
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2731 


24.4 


T .a nfnn 
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12. 


0 


59. 2 


36. 3 


12. 0 


20. 7 


3382 


1221 


1347 


32. 1 


T.n<? Anpples 


1 1 . 


8 


74. 5 


43. 8 


8.7 


8.2 


5690 


2 582 


2434 


19. 3 


A/f i lwa iilc e e 

J, vi ix w a wi>> c 


10. 


8 


81. 6 


46. 8 


10. 7 


7. 0 
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2155 


2093 


20. 6 




11. 


4 
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41.9 


9.7 


9. 3 


5366 


2143 


1751 


27. 5 


T\J*»w "V n "pic 

JLN c W i. u i i\. 


11. 


2 


73. 4 


48. 1 


5.4 


7. 5 


5359 


3030 


2893 


17. 9 




12. 


2 


75. 5 


46. 6 


.4. 2 


4. 5 


5082 


2621 


2160 


20. 9 


TDViilaHplnViia. 


10. 


5 


78. 8 


43. 8 


5.4 


5. 3 


5876 


2248 


2539 


17. 0 


Phoenix 


9. 


6 


62. 2 


38. 7 


4. 7 


8. 7 


3116 


1508 


1302 


44. 5 


Portland 


11. 


7 


75. 9 


45. 3 


17. 7 


15.4 


4917 


1957 


2241 


18.9 


Sacramento 


11. 


5 


72.4 


33. 8 


13.2 


6.9 


4287 


1874 


2150 


21.8 


San Bernandino 


11. 


1 


70. 3 


31. 3 


7. 1 


8.2 


5117 


1972 


2190 


25. 9 


San Diego 


11. 


6 


81. 5 


43. 6 


7. 5 


11.3 


2854 


1934 


2240 


21.4 


San Francisco 


12. 


1 


72.4 


45.4 


9. 1 


10. 7 


6175 


2674 


2651 


20. 6 


San Jose 


12. 


2 


76.9 


40.4 


8. 1 


13. 9 


7015 


2348 


2597 


12. 6 


Seattle 


11. 


1 


67.4 


35. 6 


18. 0 


16.0 


5439 


2024 


2071 


23. 8 


Tacoma 


10. 


9 


73. 7 


35. 2 


20. 6 


19. 5 


3117 


1828 


1851 


27. 3 


Tucson 


7. 


0 


48. 0 


19. 7 


11.1 


7.6 


1838 


1214 


844 


62. 6 


Tulsa 


12. 


0 


73. 6 


40. 9 


6. 1 


7.9 


5266 


1893 


2329 


18. 7 


Wash. , D. C. 


12. 


6 


87. 6 


64.4 


3. 0 


4. 0 


7058 


4791 


4112 


12. 1 



PC(2)-1F, Tables 11, 13 and 14. 

'SMSA's with 2, 500 or more Indian population. 
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Appendix Table 2-E. Summary Characteristics of Japanese in SMSA's, 1970 



Md. Per Pet. 

SMSA ed. LFPR UR Md. incom e capita in 









M 


F 


M 


F 




M 


F 


income 


pover 


Anaheim 


12. 


8 


89. 0 


43. 1 


2. 


5 


1. 


4 


$9739 


$3353 


$3800 


4. 


7 


Chicago 


12. 


7 


83. 3 


49. 7 


2. 


0 


I. 


6 


8573 


3915 


4101 


6. 


6 


Denver 


12. 


5 


80. 1 


49. 5 


2. 


1 


2. 


0 


7702 


3010 


3413 


7. 


5 


Fresno 


12. 


5 


73. 0 


41, 8 




3 


6. 


5 


5671 


1949 


3098 


11. 


2 


Honolulu 


12. 


3 


80.9 


58.4 


1. 


5 


1. 


9 


8252 


3788 


3895 


4. 


2 


Los Angeles 


12. 


7 


81.8 


53. 3 


2. 


3 


2. 


4 


7890 


3582 


3880 


6. 


7 


New York 


13. 


3 


81. 3 


36.7 


2. 


7 


3. 


5 


8339 


3962 


4582 


9. 


8 


Sacramento 


12. 


6 


76. 8 


46.8 


1. 


9 


2. 


3 


7003 


2753 


3435 


6. 


8 


^San Diego 


12. 


3 


80.9 


34.2 


3. 


6 


6. 


5 


6939 


2438 


2350 


11. 


2 


San Francisco 


12. 


7 


79.4 


52. 1 


2. 


7 


2. 


4 


7709 


3687 


3829 


7. 


9 


San Jose 


12. 


8 


81.9 


50.4 


2. 


7 


2. 


0 


9084 


3076 


3979 


6. 


3 


Seattle 


12. 


6 


79. 5 


51.6 


2. 


6 


4. 


5 


7859 


3105 


3854 


6. 


7 



PC(2)-1G, Tables 11, 13, 14 

"SMSA's with 5, 000 or more Japanese. 
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Appendix Table 2~F. Summary Characteristics of Chinese in SxvlSA's, 1970 



SMSA 

.. *..»« 


Md. 
ed. 


LFPR 




UR 






Md. 


inc ome 


Per 
capita 
income 


Pet. 
in 

poverty 


M 


F 


M 


F 




M 


F 


Boston 


11. 


7 


72.7 


54.9 


2. 


8 


4. 


4 


$3823 


$2468 


$2580 


16. 8 


Chicago 


12. 


3 


74.8 


50.9 


2. 


5 


2. 


6 


5101 


3012 


3022 


ll. 5 


Honolulu 


12. 


4 


76. 0 


54. 7 


2. 


1 


1. 


7 


8114 


3632 


4001 


6. 3 


Los Angeles 


12. 


8 


77.2 


51.4 


3. 


9 


3. 


2 


5916 


2883 


3243 


12.2 


New York 


9. 


8 


71. 2 


49. 8 


2. 


4 


2. 


8 


4352 


3143 


2655 


16.3 


Sacramento 


12. 


2 


69. 7 


44. 5 


2. 


1 


11. 


1 


5417 


1808 


2845 


13.7 


San Francisco 


12. 


0 


71.8 


54. 0 


4. 


4 


3. 


8 


5269 


2575 


3000 


13. 2 


San Jose 


15. 


8 


79. 3 


45.8 


3: 


6 


6. 


1 


8761 


2000 


3964 


10. 6 


Seattle 


12. 


3 


71. 9 


49. 6 


3. 


8 


6. 


9 


5215 


2806 


3019 


10. 0 


Wash. , D, C. 


14. 


5 


77.0 


49. 5 


1. 


4 


3. 


8 


6312 


2774 


3711 


11.6 



PC(2)-1G, Tables 26, 28 and 29. 
SMSA's with 5, 000 or more Chinese. 
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Appendix Table 27G. Summary Characteristics of Filipinos in SMSA's, 
1970* 



~ Md. LFPR UR Md. i ncome Per Pet. 

SMSA ed. M F M F M F capita in 

income povert y 



Chicago 


16. 


5 


86. 2 


78. 8 


2. 


8 


1 . 2 


$6389 


$536 1 


$4064 


12 . 


U 


Honolulu 


9. 


8 


79. 4 


49. 0 


3. 


1 


4. 7 


5654 


3034 


2484 


11. 


2 


Los Angeles 


12. 


9 


81.4 


63. 1 


4. 


9 


3. 5 


5448 


4152 


3086 


12. 


1 


New York 


16. 


1 


76. 9 


72. 7 


3. 


5 


1.6 


6124 


5950 


4352 


12. 


5 


Norfolk 


12. 


6 


95. 2 


31. 3 


2. 


7 


8.9 


-3082 


3269 


1834 


23. 


1 


Salinas 


11. 


4 


81.2 


56. 9 


4. 


9 


9.7 


4681 


2674 


2350 


12. 


6 


San Diego 


12. 


3 


85. 0 


39. 6 


7. 


4 


6.9 


4252 


2790 


1970 


21. 


5 


San Francisco 


12. 


4 


76. 4 


58. 7 


6. 


7 


4.2 


5486 


3635 


2719 


10. 


8 


San Jose 


12. 


3 


76. 9 


59. 4 


5. 


3 


8.9 


5761 


4078 


2947 


8. 


1 


Seattle 


12. 


1 


74. 4 


56. 1 


13. 


3 


7.8 


5286 


3234 


2968 


11. 


5 


Stockton 


7. 


1 


70. 2 


47. 3 


5. 


1 


14. 5 


2918 


2298 


2222 


19. 


4 


Wash. . D.C.. 


14. 


7 


84. 1 


67. 7 


2. 


1 


4. 1 


5997 


4880 


3740 


9. 


0 



PC(2)-1G, Tables 41, 43 and 
SMSA's with 5,000 or more Filipino population. 
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Appendix Table 3-A, B and C. Selected Characteristics of Spanish Origin 
Persons, United States and States with 100,000 or More 
Spanish Origin Persons, 1970 



State 



Median 
/ears 
school 
completed, 
16 and ov*r 
M F 



Median 
earnings, 
employed, 
16 and 
over 
M F 



Per 
capita 
income 



Pet. 
unemployed 
16 and 
over 

M F 









Mexican 










TT C 
%*/ • O • 


9.4 


9. 1 


$5702 


$2833 


$17-16 


6. 1 


8.9 


Arizona 


9- 3 


9.0 


5610 


2441 


1592 


5.7 


6.6 


California 




9.8 


6350 


3157 


1976 


7. 1 


10, 7 


Colorado 


iO. 0 


9.8 


5718 


2554 


1672 


8.0 


9.7 


•'! lino is 


8.8 


9. 0 


6672 


3532 


2370 


4. 1 


7. 2 


Michigan 


9.6 


9.9 


7626 


3339 


4189 


9. 1 


7.9 


N^'-v Mexico 


10. 6 


10. 7 


4975 


2369 


1391 


5.6 


9.8 


T> as' 


8. 1 


7. 7 


4616 


2408 


1312 


5. 1 


6.8 



Puerto Rican 



U.S. 


9. ' 


9. 3 


5675 


3539 


1794 


5. 


6 


8.7 


California 


11.1 


11. 1 


6556 


3736 


2317 


3. 


8 


11. 3 


Florida 


9.7 


10.9 


49 10 


3207 


2069 


3. 


3 


6.4 


Illinois 


8.7 


8.7 


5552 


3226 


1865 


4. 


9 


11.1 


New Jersey 


8. 8 


8. 6 


5558 


3067 


1743 


5. 


7, 


. 11.2 


New York 


9.7 


9.2 


5606 


3716 


1735 


5. 


5 


' 7.9 


Pennsylvania 


8.9 


8.9 


5174 


3126 


1615 


5. 


4 


5.4 








Cube n 












v « 3. 


11.5 


10.4 


64: i 


3444 


26 1 1 




» 


7. 3 


California 


12. 1 


11.2 


6635 


3703 


25-^ 


8. 


3 


10. 3 


Florida 


11. 1 


10. 1 


5 ffc I 


3018 


2 3. .7 


i. 


1 


6.4 


New Jersey 


9.9 


8.8 


S35C 


3420 


21-55 


5. 


0 


10. 8 


New York 


11.1 


9.9 


6908 


4093 


2955 


2. 


5 


8 



PC(2)-1C, Tables 6, 7, and 1 0. 
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Appendix Table 3-D, Selected Characteristics of Indians, United States and 
States with 10,000 or More Indian Population, 1970 





Median 




Median 




x c x 


Pet. 






years 




income 


* 


ean-ifca 


civilian 






school 




16 and 




inrn "rn P 


labo r 






completed, 


over 






f o r c e 






16 and over 








Qnemolo 


y ed 




M 


F 


M 


F 




M 


F 






American Indian 










u. s. 


in a 


10 5 


<fc350Q 


$1697 


$1573 


11.6 


10. Z 


A 1 a ^ Va 




*\A7 A 


1365 


17Z8 


Z3. 5 


16. 3 


A T i 7 Ona 


Q I 


O Q 

O. 7 


77 Al 


1Z83 


867 


11.7 


8. Z 


{*"" 1 4 t» nia 


1 1 • D 


1 1 6 


4Q8Q 

*±7 O 7 


Z076 


ZZ49 


11.8 


11.0 


Tl 1 inn i s 

X JL X X UU X ^ 






^74Q 

3 1 *±7 


Z455 


Z514 


4. 7 


7. 7 


\vf i c h i p a n 






5000 


1995 


Z 164 


13. 9 


1 3. Z 


\/f i n n o cnfa 
i vi nine o\j lcx 






3486 


18Z9 


1397 


17. 0 


11.2 


Montana 

XVI \J 1 CX A ICX 


10.2 


10.2 


2494 


1 141 


1196 


19. 5 


17. 3 




Q A 

7 • *± 


9. 3 


2529 


1 JU J 


983 

7 O J 


13. 1 


8. 1 


Tsl \x/ V nrk 

JLN \_ W x \J x IN. 


10. 7 


10. 9 


5177 


2409 


2383 


10. 0 


8. 7 


]\T o vf"li n rnlina 

1NU 1 L 1 1 V_< 1 1 J. U I J. 1 1 CX 


8.9 


9. 7 , 

a;: 


3141 


1819 


1ZZ7 


3. 4 


9. 5 


IN U I Lil iyaiNU La 




2287 


1751 


1016 


Z8. 5 


12. 6 


Oklahoma 


10. 7 


10. 8 


3254 


1633 


1614 


8.Z 


9. 3 


Oregon 






4322 


1640 


18Z9 


17. 1 


12. 9 


South Dakota 


9.7 


10. 1 


1743 


1461 


976 


Z6. 3 


12. 9 


Texas 






4565 


1961 


ZZ51 


4. 5 


6. 5 


Utah 






2849 


1285 


955 


10. 8 


12. 5 


Wash. , D. C. 


11.0 


10. 9 


3822 


1569 


1763 


Z1.7 


18.2 


Wisconsin 




3 !< 


3952 


1688 


1497 


15. 9 


9- 7 



PC(Z)-1F, Tables 4 and 5 
Not available. 
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Appendix ^able 3-E, F and G. Selected Characteristics of Japanese, Chinese, 
and Filipinos, United States and States with 10, 000 or more 
Japanese, Chinese and Filipinos, 1970 





Median 






Median 




Per 


Pet. 




State 


/ears 






income 




ranif a 
La U LLd 


civilian 




school 






16 and 




1I1L umc 


labor force 




completed, 






over 






unempl 


oyed 




16 and over 
















M 


F 




M 


■jr 

JC 




M 


F 








Japanese 










U.S. 


12.6 


12. 


4 


$7574 


$ JC. J O 


<fc ^ An? 


2. 0 


0 . u 


Cal if or nia 


12. 8 


12. 


6 


7746 




^677 


1 A 


c . 0 


Hawaii 


12. 3 


12. 


3 


7839 


362 3 


3797 


1 A 




Illinois 


12.9 


12. 


6 


8194 


3587 


3881 


2.4 


2.3 


New York 


15. 3 


12. 


7 


7959 


3569 


4285 


2. 6 


4.4 


W ashington 


12.8 


12. 


5 


7474 


2702 


3459 


2.8 


5. 1 










Chinese 










U.S. 


12.6 


12. 


3 


5223 


2686 


3122 


1 n 
J . U 




California 


12.7 


12. 


3 


5512 


2505 


3110 


4. U 


A 7 


Hawaii 


12 . 5 


12. 


4 


8000 


J D 7 *± 


3967 


^ • 1 


1 • 0 


Illinois 


12.8 


12. 


4 


4783 


6061 


2942 


2. r 


9 £ 
£ « D 


Mas sachusetts 


12.4 


12. 


3 


3901 


7^71 


2607 


2 6 


4. 0 


New York 


11.7 


11.2 


4361 


^fi78 

JU I o 


2722 


2. 3 


2.9 










Filipino 










U.S. 


11.9 


12. 


6 


5019 


3513 


2790 


4. 7 


4.7 


California 


11.9 


12. 


6 


4698 


3469 


2635 


6.2 


5.9 


Hawaii 


9.0 


11. 


5 


5252 


2826 


2369 


2. 8 


4.8 


Illinois 


15. 6 


16. 


6 


6332 


5154 


4023 


2. 8 


1.8 


New York 


14. 3 


16. 


3 


6259 


5731 


4302 


3. 3 


1.6 


Washington 


11.3 


12. 


4 


5007 


2907 


2682 


13,2 


8.9 



PC(2)-1G, Tables 5, 6, 9, 19, 20, 34, 35 and 39 
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Appendix Table 4. Sample Populations, By Region and Sex, 1970 



Sex and 

a t* ^ a 
a 1 Cd 


One percent sam 


pie s 


Two 


percent samples 




Mexican 


IPue rto 
Rican 


O UUall 


JU1U XCXX1 


Japane s e 


• 

Cnine s e 


Filipi 


Male 

XVI die 


















QQcQ 
OODO 




1 356 


3079 


7 O 74 


7 A 1 A 
£ 0 1 0 


1843 


XV Cg X \J X 1 
















1 


1 1 


1 7 A 




so 


7 A 


1 Ol 


43 




D 1 


7 1 7 O 

l icy 


*X \J K) 


1 38 


1 7 '7 




96 


-x 

D 


51 


107 


40 


ftft 


50 


109 


1 31 


4 


84 


86 


630 


288 


40 


70 


59 


5 


L 7 o 

o f y 


7 Q O 

£ o V 


71 


329 


1 o4 


7 ^ £ 

L JJ 


107 


A 


7? £7 

J> L D L 


7 ^ 


71 


737 


^ ft 


7ft 


22 


7 


LCD 


A 
*r 


12 


115 


3 1 

J> X 


R 3 


17 


8 


C 1 4 


c 
D 


3 


32 1 


7 7 


^7 
SC 


16 


Q 

7 


A7 n 7 
4£U f 


1 

1 44 


1 33 


73 3 


OOCQ 
LL J7 


l ;o7 


1264 


10 




7 




280 


1 47 


ft 1 


88 


X til 1CV JL >-« 
















I In i f p H R f a f p q 

UiillCU u La LC O 


O 7ft A 


j4 f 1 


16?? 


34?4 


J7JO 


7 3? ^ 

£ J C D 


1649 


















I 

X 


1 7 


17 7 
I C S 


30 


54 




7 1 


29 


2 


o9 


7 C CI 

COD i 


46? 

^ \J Ct 


1 36 


7 n l 


AC A 
4 D4 


151 






1 7 C 
1 C D 


— ' X 


1 07 

X U 1 




1 1 A 
1 14 


129 


4 


77 


97 


7ft R 


D X X 


105 


59 


55 


5 


601 


2 79 


85 


350 


281 


190 


155 


6 


3821 


24 


27 


864 


79 


49 


28 


7 


138 


8 


10 


113 


51 


31 


36 


8 


248 


6 


5 


369 


109 


21 


10 


9 


4658 


143 


156 


835 


2753 


1279 


979 


10 


102 


9 


11 


285 


200 


57 


77 



* U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE : 1976-211-136/1658 
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